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Introduetion.

The inberest whieh lies behind this iheain is an interest
in the gquestion of the bosis of theologieal ethics.l A
confrontation between theological ethics and the cwrrent philesophy
of ethies io alwvays necessary if theologieal ethies is at overy
time to have a e¢lear understanding of itself, and to upheld its
claim 4o be o geparate and gerious disecipline. But it is ouw
conviction that thip ceonfrontation ig particunlarly importont today.

The reason Loy +this is, a8 we see it, that the main-strean of
phileacphy of ethics today, ot least in the Angle-Saxon world,
advocates a general theoxy of ethics which appears to put the
vhole undertaking of theologieal cthics in jeopardy.

We are heve referving to the sepavetion of fact and value which,
if it has to be accepted, will leave ug with ne hasis for asseriing
any theological ethice.

Tt must be pointed out that the recopgnition and the subsequent
refuvation of the so=ecalled "naturalistic fallacy® in ethics was o
valuable contribution te ethiea)l theory. By "maturalistic fallacy™
we refoy to the attempis made to define value wowds in terms of

nop=evaluntive enes, or %o derive value judgements from non=cvaluative

gtobementse,
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But wvhen this refuitation of the “naturalistic Ffallacy"
beeomaes identical with a geporatien of fact and value, and when
this aseparation becones absolute, the theory turns out to he
disastrous for thoological ethics.

The field in whieh the meparation of Faect ond value is mosd
stricetly maintnined teday, is thet of the philosophy of linguistic
analysise It is on exapdnotion of that part of the ethical
theery of linguistic philosophy which fexrms the main objeet of
this thesige

We vecognize that lingulstic philosophy is not one single
gchool, HBut we think thet it is after pll a digtinguishablo
movenent in contemporary philosophy, with o mavked similavity
botween 1ts reprosemtatives,  This holds true also with regard to
our mein problem. That this is se is not simply doken For grentved,
We have tried to substentiate it in the couvege of the inquivy.

It 18 not possible, hewever, to deal motisfactorily with the
whole of linguistic philesophy in general, or to give all its
represontatives equal treatment,

Ve hove concentrated ony alttention on R.Me llare's writings.
Because in the respeets wvhich relate Lo our problem hig philosophy
is a relevant and o Ffeir example of the lingnistiec analytical

approach to ethical theeory, It mast be cmphasized that we hove
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not beon using H.M. ¥lare as a whipping=horse., ¥We have not been
interested in him for his own sake, bub as one who has posed our
problem most c¢learly, and alse the avgument of lingeistie
philosophy with regavrd to the sepavation of faet and value.

After cloging a syupathetic examinstion of the writings of
BelMe Have we have wade a comparison with ether philosophers of
his schoel, drawing lines also to the "predecessovr' of linguistic
philosephy, namely logiecal positivism, It is our contention
that theve is a hasie unity in the whole of this movement, in the
respeebs which we have shown. This is the reasen why the term
“analytical philosophy® is delibevately used in the sub-heading?

40 pose the problem as one that velates to bothk linguistie
philogophy and to earlier and vrelated scheols.

Yo are only too aware of the inadeguacy in wany respocts of
releting linguistic philosophy to logiesl positiviem undey a common
WG Hut we are only itweatding “enalybiecal philosophy®™ as o unity
in se far as ouwr own investigation has shown that theve jg such a
unity, despite the dlversity in the vavious accounts of the meaning
of moral lenguage.

it is, however, parily the releation to logical positiviem which
has suggested the lines along which onr Further discussion of the

preblem have to be pursued.
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What is needed is really o raise the fundemental guestion
ebout the presupposibions of the philosophical method of the
school of philosophy we are dealing with.  This becomes evident
from a closer study of the argument of R;H. Hore.

This, bowever, opens up the prnhlem.iﬁ a waﬁ which makes it
impossible to deal with it exboustively in one single thesig,.

©4i1l, we think shat we have been able to find & pathwa#
throvgh the wide field of philosophical debate which opens up onco
we starht asldng the whole guestion of philesophical method. Ve
have reached conclusions whieh ove not exhaustive, bt which are,
we think, suffieclcently clear and conerete o help and determine
future philosophical approach to the probleu.

Because we hove found that it is the fundamentals of the
method of the lingulsiic scheolg that we have to gquestion, we have
had to refer to a wide vaviely of other philegophical schicols to
illustrate obher methods. This has wade 1t neccssary to pass
from the one to the other in a way vwhieh wipht give an lwpression
of digeontinnity. This diseontinuity is wmore emphasized by the
difference in philesophical giyle hetween the various schools teday,
This is, however, how the case is loday, and it cannot he aveoided if
one feelsg that a confrontation has to be atbempied. (Though we

hope to hove shovn that it 19 possible to some extent bo discuss
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the various views by means of a more traditional Fowvm of
philosophical longunge).
We hope that in the end ouwr axeuvsions into those various

Fis £

fields of philesophy can be jJustified by the wolevance whieh we
have heen able o show within them, the velevanco bo the problem
which forms the basic interest in this thesis, i.e. the
possibility of theological ethicsa.

Tt is obvieus that the broad Ffeont on vhich we have been
Torced Lo pursue the inquiry has not allewed us to discuss 21l
the themes that have presented themselves as more oy less relevant
o our problemn.

Iirgt of all we have had to leave out any discussion of the
reletion between a view like Hare's with fts separetion of faecl and
value, and othevr earlier theowvies of ethies. lere the relation to
the formalism of Hant's ethical theory would have deserved an
extensive treatment. M. Hare himself expliciily wecognizes the
connections beltween his theory and that of Rant. The logical rule
of the scpavation of fact and valuwe is, according 1o lore, that which
Kant's polomic againgt the Yhetervonowy of the will" resis upone.

It is aleo the Dbosis of Hume's observation of the impossibility of
deduecing an Toughtt=proposition from a series of Vigh-propesitions,.

And it ean even be traced back to Arlstotle as the souree of hig

ethical differences fvom Flato, Hare elaims.
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Because a satisfactory treatment of all these relevant
ethical theories would cause the present work te grow out of all
proportions, ve think we ave justiiied in restricting ourselves
to a discussion of the contemporary form of the problem.

It will nevertheless be c¢leav, we hope, that our approach
to the problem also has a bearing on the discussion of e.g. the
Kantian theory, and of the wviews ‘of those who still wepresent a
more oy less gimilar theory of cthicse

smong the themes which we have not been purswing to any
exbent we can mention the question vhether morality is to be
concelved of in terms of rules of some kind, or whether it is
entirvely "situationol®,  This gquestion, which plays an important
role in present—dey ebthical debatie, at least on the theological
gide; would have %0 be considered in a further development of
oUY Viewse

Another question which would also need an answver is the one
ehout the understanding of theological ethicy itemelf, particulariy
about its relation to a general approach to ethies. This weuld
include dbige the question about a wmorality baned on a "natural
law® o some similar notion.

wome technical matters should be wmentioned here in the

i nbroduction. They relate first of all to texrminology and
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spelling. VWe hove generally let this be detersdned by the
texbs with vhleh we have actually been dealing. That is to aay,
we have net necegsarily tiried to impose any unified berminology on
ouxr material. This would lhave erveaied eonfusion vother than
clavification.

One ipstance of the diversity in the use of some bterms is
the use of the woxds "moxal® and "ethical', Allhough there is mmich
to be said for making a distinction between ithese worvds and adheving
to a strict definition of eaeh of +thew, we have uged them
indigerimingtely. Yhis is because there is not yet established
eny particular use of the terms as digtinet {rom each other. The
meaning of the terms will, we shianl, bo clear from the context in
which they are used, and veler wmostly to the use of the antherw

whose worl we are discussing in each context.
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1. An enolytical philosopher's approoch to the theory of ethicsds

R.Me Have,

We think it is profitable first of all 4o undervtake the miinly
deseriptive task of ghetching RMe Hare's conception of ethics as it
ig exposged in his twoe moin works en the subject of moral language,l
ond wo¢ will at the ond of this chapter only indicate our points of
crisiedon to be developed in the course of this thesis.

Ae The Tasglk of Ithics.

Like the analytical philesophore in general R.M. lare regoavds it
as noe concern of his to issuc o mowral code ox to give & conclugive
angwey 4o any specific mowval problems The moral philosopher's
interest lies in the analysio of moral languwape, in an oxpoesuxre of ite
logical etructuxeg. He does not want to he o "moralist“ﬁ.
Accordingly, the theory which he claborates ig "neutwal ag belween
different moral Opinions"&.

We must not, however, toke this to mean that cthies has no

hearing on moral problems. Its function is "that of helping us bo think

1, The Language of Morals, 1952 (hereafier referred to as LM
and Frecdom and Reasen, 1963 (hereafter velerved to as FR

2« 8Bee LM, p.v and FH, peve

Fe Yo tho exprecasion and a gimilar distinetion see A.J. Ayer's
editorial foreword io P.H. Nowell-Smith, Ithica, 195k,

L, E_E. 13089.
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better about meral guestions' . That is to say, there is no doubt
that the answering of o moral question should he o rational activity,
- v ' ' - 0'
even if the "patmralist® way of making it sueh must be repudiated”,

On the one hand the freedom of our moral activity must he asserted.

We ore ¥ree “"to form our ewn opinions ahout moral problems“ja it
cannot, fovr one thing, be said to be self-contreodicltory ox o misuse

of lenguage not U0 answer a given moral question in one particular

i
\ﬁﬂyi. (n the other hend the yvationnlity nf moxral thought must not

4

be deniedﬁ-

1. l"}i, POVG

2. ¥, pe2, “"there can be no logicnl deduction of morol judgements
Trom statements of fact!  See also Fi, pp. 806£F, and ef. LY,
pp. 20£f. Thio view can be traced baek to Mume (Treatise TIT,1,i).

30 ﬁg. pog
Lo Sec IR, pel.

5. Hare reproaches mosnt moral philosophers with having denied cither
one ox the other side of moral thought. The “descriptivicig®
(including the "noturalistsy) deny our freecdem in meral questions,
while the "subjeetivigts®, together with the "emotivistg",
disregord the rationnlity of wornls. Sec FR, pei.

Whether this characterization of the "emobivists® in the lump is
just can be discussed. For o representative cxposition of the
emotivist cthical theory see C.le. Stevenson, Bthics and Language,
194k, whore the authery in his way, stresses the place of reasen
in norels.




talthough most of us think that we ave free to form our own
opinions about moral questions, we do not fecl that ...
the answering of mowal questions is a quite arbitrory
huginess. eee We feel, rathew, that it matiers very nueh
what ansver we glve, and that the finding of an answer ig n
taslk that ﬁhouldlengage our vationnl powerg te the limit eof
theiy capacityy.
The logieal siudy of meornl concepts has as ite main purpose the
. : a .
resolving of “the antinomy botween Ireedom and veason®™ .  This study
enables us to understond the characier of moval veasoning and to
realige that it procecds accoxding to logical yules. It ecen thuo be
shown that ethics is highly relevant to morals ond thot the logical
approvch 1o ethies has been wrongly accused of failing to provide o
vational basis for mowval theught.3

That Hexe's aspertion on thig point dees not satisly all hip

eritics can be seen from gsome of the namerous comments on hig views in

10 I:lg. BDe 2-&? ol

ot

2s Ibidem.
3¢ Sece LM, pelH: Yooo it is not surprising thot the first effect
of modern logical researches was to make gome philesophexs
despair of morals os a vational activity. It isg the pvrposc
of thip beek to show that their dospaly was premature®.
See alego Il, pp. 3f, 862L.



various ethical writingalg it may be suggested that most of this

eriticiem arises from philosophical views basically differemt from

those of lore, and it is into this fundawmental disagreenent that we

will bave to go in the following chepters,

e An Analvsis of Moral Lanpuage,

The main charvacteristic of moval langwape, according te Hare,
is that it is a sert of preseriptive 1anguage.‘ This follows from
the fact that ite functiom is to gulde canduetg. But 4 is not ﬁhe
only kind of prescriptive language. Preacriﬁtﬁve langoage can,
roughly, be divided inte imperatives and valueméudgementﬂg ench class
of which again can be divided into two sub-clogses, singular ané
amiversal jmperatives on the one hand and nen-moral and meral valuee
5
0

Judgements on the ether Becoause the different kinds of

presceripitive lanpuage have geytain important features in commen, Harc
devotes considerable spawe wo the discussion of nop-moral value-

. L
Judgemenis .

Le Bee, Gefiey Ao Gewirth's veview of LM in Fthics, 199%5-54, p.228:
"Y1 am not gaying here that Hare should have provided ue with a
ready-nade doctvine of the content of moral principles or nowms,
but rather that his discussion of the method by which such
principles may be established suffers precisely from hig
wnwillingness oy inability to bridge the sepnrationn {of
inperntives from iundicatives, commendation from knowledge 2.8.0.)
onn which his theory veste.®

') j3151] éﬁ,-i’.l.

W2
°

See 1M, pede

he This ks what canses M. Warnock to make the gomevhat far-fetehed
remarks that Here's book hes not Yany very divect connexien with
ethica® and that Hore "incidentally lets fall some vicws ghout
movalg", Bthics sinee 1900, 1960, p.129.
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The ovdinary impevative senfence is the simplest form of
preseripbive lanpguage, and it is thevefore the best introduetion to
the study of ethies bo make imperatives the subjeet of o study.

This is how Have gsets to work in LY, thus vemdering the analysis of
imperatives the key to his wvork as a whole.

An interesting point is then how Hare regards the relation betwveen
the indicative and the imperative sentences in general, If eone wantn
to understand this welation correctly one must not disregard either
the difforence between bhe two kinds of sentences or what they have in
COINNION o on the one hond it must be waserted againet all attempis teo
1 0 3 . 1 n 3 4y -

reduee? imperatives to indiecativeg  thot the difference is not only
pue of gyrammntical form.

¥it is difficult to demy that there is a difference between

stabenents and commandsi but it ig far harder to say juat

what the difference is, see The digtinction lics betweoen

the meanings wvhich the different grewmatienl Torms Convey ees o

An indicatlive sentencw is uged for telling that something is

the ecase; an imperative is not = it is used for telling
pomeone to wmeke something the case."”

1. 'These attempis are of verious kinds, trying, for instanece, to
represent imperatives as cxpressing stotements abowl the mind
of the gpeaker, or as stoting that a certain action isg conduecive
o o cevbain ainte
The souree of these attempts is, secording to ilave, the same asn
that of the tempiation to analyse value~words in the way called
anturalisticV, namely a feeling that the imperative sentenee is,
in gome way ox other, suspicious, seo that il needs 1o he reseunaed
by being shown to be really indicative. See LM, pp.Sff.

e &i’ }30.‘50
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On tho other hond it is aleo o misinterpretation of impevatives
to regard thom an expressions of attitudes enly, or as attennits 4o
influence the enotions of & person, ox to moke hin act in o certain
1
VoY e
“Conmands, heowever much they differ from siotements, are like
them in this, that they consist ig telling somcone something,
not in seeking to influvence him,"+
Vhen we analyse imperative and indicative sontences we shall find
that both of +them consist of two perits, which con be ealled the
"purastic® and the “neustic"ﬁo The phxagtie is the content which io
conmon to both kinds of senbenees, that which they Y“tell abouwt®, while
the nenstic ig what is different in them, according to the paxiieunlar
moods. Hawve's conception om this point can besi be made elcoyr by
one of his own examples: The sentences "Vou are golnpg to shut the

door® ond "Shut the door" ean he rewwritten so that they have in

common the phrastiec part “Your shuiiing the deor®, while the necustie

1, "his is an “emobivist” wistake, the former o Ynaturalist® onee

2¢ I, pel5. Though Hore undoubtedly is right in whot he
positively asserts heve, it is not so evident that he is right
in vhat he denioes. It may be suggested that the foeusing of
all intereat on preseriptiveness hurdly devs justice to the
charvacter of imperatives,

%o Yrom the greelk words "?pﬁfhﬁ“, meaning "to tell?, and Wvevw
vieaning "“"to nod",



of the indieative adds the word “Yes® and the neustie of the imperative
the word “Flaezae"i.

12 this is po, it is decisive of our whole underastanding of the
chavaeter of imperatives. Like indiesavives they bave factual referenee,
Lece they refer to aetual ox poseible states of affairs, and they hove
their logie.® see Wi can study the legic of impeveitives with as miwh
asgurance ns that of indie&t:ﬁ.vem"go That commands ore goeverned by
rvules, Jjustd aa glovements are, means, for instonce, that they must notd

he self-contradictory, and that thove be entailment-relations

=r

v

hetweon theme”
Poarhops the most impevtant part of the logic of imperatives ig the

rule that no impevative sentence about what is 1o be done ean be

devived fvem indicotive sentences stating facts only.  There can he

no impevative conclusion without an inpevative in the premigses.

That is vo say, all attempis to make impevatives purely factuasl, ave

atterpto te deprive ihem of what mokes them moral, numely their function

R . . &
of guiding choices.

1. W%ee IM, ppe 17 ff,
2e ;ﬁé, ?9279

% A seb of premisses containing the command ¥Take all the boxes to the
stoabion® and the factual stotement "Yhig is one of the bLoxesh
enteils the comsand "Toke this te the sitatien", Seec IM, pp. 27f.

e See IM, pp. 288,



Equally wsneceasful is the shbtempt bo deduce imperatives from
pore selfeevident fivst principles, a procedure which Hare calls
“CartesionY.  This proeccdwre ie illusory not only in moralg, hut in
scienge ag woll. Yeee no general principle cen be selieevident which
is to be of assistanece in deeiding particular guestions obout which

, 2
ve are in doubt®”, .

Hove net only denies the possibility of the existence ef any
relation of logical entaillment hetween imperastives and foetual
promioses, bub even that there can b2 any infevenee at all,

it foirn ¥ infere 3, ¥ roevoey J n : YT, [

seo by.no form of inforence, howevey loose, can we get an

sngwer to the question *VWhat shall L do?' out of a set of

promisses which de not econtain, at any vate implicitly, an
imperative."3

The erroy is here again fivst of all thot the cgsentinl factor of
decision ig lelft out of the answering of woral guestions, The
deeision to do something reguires as its premisses net only the faeto
of the cage, vhich corvespond te the minor premiss of the Aristotelion
practicol syllogism, but alse a principle of conduct, corresponding to

, L
the wmojor promiss.

The guestion of how we then do arrive at the decision of a mexal
principle is thus atill left unanswvered. But befove we look at the
way Hare positively tries to answer thie crucisl question it might

perhaps be useful to coneider his conception of the chavecter of

1. See LM, pe3Yy

2. IM, p.hl

Be LM, pelil

Lo See JM, ppe 568%.
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valne-words and velue-judgenents, the other kind eof preseriptive
language.

UHare's disenssion of valueswords is confined moinly to a trestise
on two sueh words, namely "pood" and "ought®, This does not mean
that there is no difference beitween these words and othor value~words
Jike Ypipght' and “duty", but only that there is o close logical
relation between thoan which makes a sindy of eaeh of them diseloge

. 1
the same mnin feotures.

t * . 1] . 3 . 3 . 4. 2

The function of value~terms in lenguage is that of covmending.
Thus the meoaning of the comaendatory word “geodY, for instance, is
constant and con be uwaderstood ag applied 1o an object within any

3

claps of objects. It in not surprising that meral philosophers
have felt tewpted to try to discover some gharacteristics whiech they
supposed to ontail a thing being good., 'This is, however, o falleey,
no smmtiter whether the characterigtics in guestion ave thought to he
natwralisitic or mataphysica..& Thig falleey is similor fo the
fallacy of twying to derive dmperatives Lrom stotemente of fact.

What ig wrong is the atvempi te leave oubt the commendatory clement in

value-judgenents.

Yo Bee LM, ppo7Llif and FR, p.20,
2o Bee 1M, p.Yl.
Je  Bee LM, p.282,.
ko Bee LM, pe2l.
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Walue-terms hove a speciol function in languapge, that

of commerndings amdl so they plainly cannot be defined in

terms of other words which themaa%gms do not poerform this

Tunctiony fox if this is,done, we,deprived of a woeans of

per¥orming the function.®

Accordingly, therc is no eomplex or simple “property" whieh is
named by the word "good" and which is vrecognizable in all cases
where this is applied fo an object, Tob oven if we try to malke o
distinction bobtveen “Yingirwnentally goed® (good as a means) and
"intvingic good¥ (goed in ibsclf) and evenbually other uses of the
word "good" shall we suceceed in pointing al a comnon propepty whiech
1 Z 1 [E 1 . 2
ig meant by the word YgoedY in each of the clasgen .

Thig wast nob, however, be token to mean that theve is no
relation hetween "good-making" choraneterigtics and “geod®, but only
that there is no relation of logiecal entailment between thom.
Value~judgencntag about something are certoinly made for reasons,

. . . " % .
becouse of the pogsession of certain properviies, These properties

are the criteria Yoy tho application of the valuceword, but they ave

not its meaning. The eritoria for applying the word “good" vories

1. i‘?ﬁ’ 1"91.

2o Bee LM, p.l03,
It does not make the ease boetiter id we say that “good" glands fox
a nop-natucal propevty, as Moore soid. "The reason why this
happened was that it was taken for granted hy everyone, Moove
included, that the only job an adjective could do was Ho attribute
o property to a thing ... eoo people should have heen looking
for differences in the roles of these differcnt words (sc.
adjectiveé)“ - ReMe Hare, “"The Objectivity of Voluep®, Coumon

Fachor, No. 1, 39064, ppe 5%,

AT SRR,

ﬂjo Yoo gﬁ. 1)092}:, et ‘E&g, Poglo
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for cach closs of objeets, Even in the case of instrumentnl
goodness there is ne common eriterion for all clusses. The eriteria
Yor commending must thihne be tought for eaeh class of objects in
R 1

particulax,

The digbinetion between the meaning of and the ecritervia for the
application of o value-word is the same ag betveen its "prescriptive!

2

or “"ovaluative and its "descriplive® meoninge A valuc-word is, as
Hare defines 14, o word which has both these kinds of wmeaning, and a
value~judgement is accoxdingly a judgement in whieh such a term io
uﬁa&.j The evaluative meaning of the itypiocal value-words like "“good"
is primaxy to bhe deseripltive meaning, os is shown for ingtance from
the fact thal tho cvaluative meaning is constont fox every clagss of
k

objeets, vhile the deseriptive meaning is different in ecach case.

There are, howaver, other words, like "idy" and "industrious®, in

which the deseriptive meaning is the primary and the evaluative the

5

secondary onc.
What is it then fox a texm ve bave degeriptive menning?  The

understanding of this ia erucicl for cur understanding of the

rationality of morals, as lnve conceives it.

le Bee lM, p.li2

aLey)

2e In I Hare prefers the expression “preseriptive" to "ovaluative®,
the latter being the one he used in 1, thus presupposing thoat
whot given the terms in question theiry evanluative wmenning is their
prescyvipiivity. See FRl, pp.26f,

x4
]

Ihidens,
he Hee 1M, pell&,

e fee LM, pel2l.

1
L]



A term i said to be deseripiive when there is & meaning-rule
abltaching it 4o a certain kind of ohject.
"oee & person is misusing o descripibive term if ..o he
soys that an objeet ig of one kind, weaving, ov intending ho
convey that it is of anoiher kind., A deseriptive term may
thus be defined as one, b0 misuse whieh is to do this,
-4
The meaning-rule in guestien ecan alse be said to be one concerning
similarity, stating “that we way apply an expression to objects which
. 2 .
are similey to cach other in certain respeeis," A deseriptive
Judgement is then an indicntive sentence with deseripbive tevms as iis
pw@dic&t@(g)a3
Trom what ig sald obout the meaning of deseviptive terms it

Tollows that a deseriptive judgement ie universslizable, f.c. “it

commits the speaker to the further proposition that enything exactly
lilke the subjeet of the first judpement; oy like it in the relevant
respecte, possesses the property atirvibuited 4o it in the first
o R
Judgement,*

Tarning again to value~words, and considering what was said
above of the eriteria for thely appliceation, we can now, perhaps,
hetter understand vhot it means thot 2 volueeword hns deseriptive

meaning. It is applied to an objeet hecause of its {i.e, the object's)

e ThHy pe8e

2o TH, pelle

3o See FE, pelle
Le I, pelZ2.
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possession of certein propertica.,  Accordingly, uwniversalizability
is a feature of valune-judgemonts, including moral judgements, as well
as of desceriptive judgements, in so foar as volue-judgements earyy
deseriptive meanings  The last reservation is highly significani.

It points to the faect, that while the descviptive meaning oxhausts
the meaning of a deseriptive texm, this is not the case with a
vatiamtern,

Theve is another, additional clement in a value=word, that wokes
the zule for its application move than a mere meaningerule. This
element is its preseripitive meaning. A rule telling us to apply the
word "good" e a cerioin kind of man is no deseriptive meaning-rule,
huy o sgynthotie moval prineiples It is net just an explanation of a
word, but a moral instruction. The preseriptive element thus gives
value=words a logical character of their own, and therefore we should
8ot eall valuewwoxrds and value=judgements "deseriptive vords” and
Pdegeriptive judgemento® vespectively, though they “have deseviptive

2
meaning®.

‘the paxrticulaxr logical chavacbter of value-words means that these
terms behave in a parviicunlar wey in infevences. An evaluative
sentence about something cémnoﬁ he inferred from o deseriptive sentence
about the thing in quﬁatidn. Ag far ae worals is concerned, this

meons thoat mwo Yought” can be dervived from an Yig", This ig erucial

L4
for our understending of the character of morels.” An evaluative

1. Seo I'R, pp. 10££, cop. pp.10 and 22,
2, See I, pp. 22f and 10,26.
Fo  Hoo Ik, pe22.
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conclusion about seomething can only he devived from o degeriptive
gentence in the minoyr prepisg together with an evaluative prineciple
or stendard in the major premiss. Thus the purpese of value-words
ig te he used for teaching stondards,

It can nov be seen that there is o close similarity between the
inferenee leading to an evaluative conelusion, and the inference,
discussed abeve, from fecturl premisses togetheor with & principle of
conduct to an impevative conclusion. This similarity corresponds to
the similarity in purpese between value-judgements and principles fox
choosing between actions. In fact, "eritical valune-judgements are
a1l ultimately related o chﬁiceg".l

"o tench a person - or ip decide on for oneself - n
astondard Yor judging the mexits of objects of a certnin class

ig te teaeh oy decide o) principles for choosing beitween

abjeeta of that cloaas',

Thug the deeislon of principles heg turned out Lo be the essentinl
feature in the making of valuamjudgemeﬁﬁs, ag it wes in the issuing
of universal imperatives.

It may how, perhaps, seeam necessary to consider the velation
between morel and nonemoral velue~judgements, og well as the distinetion
bebtween them, in the light of vhat is said above. The iwportant

logical features of value-judgenents ave common te hoth classes. The

evaluative meaning is the some in both moral and non-moval eontexts,

1, }d&:ﬁ_, Pol?g?e

e LM, pellhe Cfe LM, p.70, "to make a value~judgement is to make a
decipion of principle®,
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namely that of commending. VWhet is diffevent in the two cases is the
descriptive memning.l wWe must not, however, take this to mean that
there is no important difference. In Taet; the objcet of our
commendation matters very wmuch, and this object is, in the case of
moral judgemenis, men o8 men.

As we have soen we cannot pged oul of being men; and
therefore moval principles, which ave prineiples for the
conduct of men as men - and not as poisoners oy avchitechs
or hatsmen < cannot he aceepted without having o potential
hearing upon the way that we condnet ourselves, eve L €QD
alwvays choone whebthevr ox not to take up poisening ox
crickoting as a profession. Thig is bound to make the
apirit in which wo congider moval guestions vexy different from
that in which wve consider how we ought to poison Jones, or mild
him o house; but the legie of the woﬁﬁ "oupht™ is not
markedly diffevent in the two cases."”

“Tnotivity" is not the essence of moral langwage, but “only a
sunptom of .eo @&n ovaluative use of words®., What makes moral language
emobive is the fact that we so often "feel deeply® about the situations

i;r
in which it is nﬁed.J

‘o  Moral lecasoening.

As vas indicated in our introductoery remarks abount the tosk of
ethice, lnre's analysis of morsl language has shown that no substantial

moral principle can he forced upon us 28 a matter of logical neceassity.

1. Soe LM, p.liQ.
2o 1M, p.l62,

Je SBee &g, Pellk,
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Vhen we subsceribo to a moval prineiple we do not stube a fact, but
meke a decision of ouw ﬁwn.l And if we arve ashked to Justify a
decision of principle we have no means by which we can compel the
inguiver to accept our decision, i¥ he 3till goes on asling for
reagony after we have shared with him all the eonsiﬁerations upon
which ouy decision ig Founded. e can only ask him to make up his
: a

mind which way he ought to live",

But on the ether hand the study of moral language has disclosed
the fact that there really is a place for reason in morals,

Decisions of prineiple gre based upon congiderations of facts, cven if
they aire not derived from them, and they éra made within a logical
framevork, in accordonce with certain rules., Therefove wmoral
aygument ig possible,

It is enlightening in this cormection to consider the similarity
which, according to lHare, exists bhetween the procedure of meral
reasoning and scientific inguiry. llare agrees with Professor Popper
that there is no so=called "inductive" inference in gcience, from
obgervation-data to “scientific lews". Uhat the seientist doeos is to
propound hypotheses which he Hries to test experimentally. The only

possible inferences here are deductions from certain observations +©

Yo See .%“J;l:'g, 1301960

2. Seo 1M, pp. 08f,
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the falsity of s hypothesis. "Relentifie inquixry is rather o kind
of expleration, or looking fox hypotheses vhich will stand up %o
. 1

the test of experiment",

Now, the charactevistie of moral reasoning is thet ity teoe, is
a kind of exploration, a looking “for moral judgements and morael
prineiples which, when we have considered their logical consequences

E » » 2 »
and the faets of the case, we can still acceptl The kind of
infevence ig deductive, from the congequences of the principles
suggested to the possibility or nor-possibility of accepting thenm.

What is neoeded before we can stert a wmorvel argument io, fivst,
the facis of the c&saj. Sccondly, the legical rules of mowxal
Yeasoning are requived. The logical annlysis of moral lenguage has
shown ug that they are, first of all, preseriptivity and
universalizability.

"When we are trying, in o concrete case, to decide what
we ought o do, what we ave looking for ... i9 an aetion to
whieh we can commit ourselves (preseriptivity) but which we
ave at the same time prepared to aceept as exomplifying a
prineiple of anction te be preseribed for others in like
circumstonces (universalizability). If, when we considew
some proposed action, we fiund that, when universalized, it
vields prescriptions which we cannot aceept, we veject this

action as a solution to our moral problem - if we cannod
universalize the preseription, it cannei become an "ought®.

1. E&; PeB8e

Yo Ibidom.

i
.

In mexnl reasoning these facts need not be actunl, they may be
supposed,  gee LM, pe93.
l.%o ﬁ%, }}.90.
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What makes this argoment werk (end what thirdly is requirod)
ig that people hove inclinations, which make them wiwilling to
accept prescripiions with undesivable conseguonces fox thempelvea,
One more ingredient, i.e. the fourth, most he added te the list in
conpection with the fervegoing, namely the faculiy of imegination.
The person - o pergons « involwed in the argoment must bhe able to
impgine wvhat it ig like to be in the situation in which anether

13 1

person i placed.

The task of cthies is, as has been shown, to disclose the logic
of morsl language, and far from being o useless occupation, 1t

. . . 2
provides us with "o powerful emgine fowv produeing moral agreemont™,
if two persems arve willing te wuse the moral words properiy, weo
should oexpect that the other cources of dissgreement could be
eliminated.

"People's inclinations about west of the important matters
in life tend to be the seme (very fev people, for example, like
being starved o¥ run over by moker—cars); ... The faects are
often, given suf£i¢§ent patience, asceritainable, Imagination
ean be cultivated.,®

This method of morel argument makes it possible to achieve great

results even if the inelinations or intercets of the paviies differ,

1, A pewxson can be supposed to refvein from saying that he ought to
“put another person in prison for debt, because that invelves that
he himself ought Lo be put in prison in a similer situation.
See IR, pne 92£%,

¢ ] Eé:‘::g 909?0

3o IR BRe 974
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The appeal to universalizmed self-interest implies an appeal to cqual

consideration of conflicting interests, one of the uniilitarien

prinaipl@s.l Imagining myself having the interests of my counter-

part I must Yallew ﬁy choices 0 be eiveumgeribed by the desires of
2

other people',

Hare repeatedly sosuves us that his theoxies on moral reasoning
juply no breach of “Hume's Low" ("No ‘ought® from an ‘is®%), His
method is only formal, and neutrel as between different substantial
- moral principles. .we must not represent Here as saying that a
pevsen's inclinatiens are inconeistent with o moral Jjudgement., VWhat
he says is that, “his inelinations being what they ave, he cannot
aspent sincevely to a certain singulay prescription, aund if he camnot
do this, he camot asgent to a certaib universal prescription which
entails it503 And this is an anslytic @ﬁat@mentn&

As o proBf that his theories are morally neutral Here siresses
the view that it ig possible for a persen to eaaapé his avgument by
holding an idenal with éamyiete disregard of his own intervests. Sueh
a persoen Holes a fanatieal atiitude, buv his meral principles are

5 .
logieally quite pagaihle.j Kt is possible for a Nesl to hold the

view that he himself should be sent Lo a goas chamber if a Jew,

1. Seo Jlle pps L15£f.
2+ ¥R, p.195.

Be FB, pel09,

L, See 'R, pp. 111,193,

5o BHee ¥R, ppe 1108, and possim. lHare adwmits that his disouvssion
of this peint in IM was confused, to say the least.
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fle further arpgues agoeinst the view that the only kind of cogent
moral avpument is one which has as a prewmisps a woval principle
already accepted by both parties to the avgument.

i have maintained that once the lopgical character of
the woral concepis is understood, there can be useful and
eompelling moral argument even between people who have, 1
before it begineg, no substantive moral principles in eonmon®,
Elsevhere, discussing the prineiple that everyone ig cntitled to

egunl censideration, Have helds:

"It must be emphasized that it, like the principle of
universalizability iteeld, is a purcly fovmal principle,
following from the legical character of the moral words,®
Te indicate briefly owr eviticiem at the present stage af the

inguixye: Hevre élaima thot hies onalyais of the logie of wowal
digcourae is forwal and independent of any moval presuppesitions.

It ig doubiful whether such a diehotomy between form and content
is possible in the sphere of wmerals. Tt even if it were possible,
Hove has nmot lived wp 4o his eclaim. His terminolopgy and cholice of
exomplos ave highly evaluative. In ealling a “eonseguent *idealist?
attitude” “Tanatical® and veing a Nozgl sttitude towvards Jows as an
example, while desires—for-oneself are jusl "ordinary® inclinations

whieh we ean expect everybody but “eccentries® to ghureg, flave is,

to some extont, relying on shared moral comnvicetiens to carry his peint,

10 3‘::35’-9 13.18?'
2o FH, p.118,
Ge Bee R, pp.l1H, 110,
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Again, it ig one thing to say that universalisability is a
fundamental principle of moral judgement. 1% is questionable whether

even this prineciple is purely formal. Jut it is aldvogether boyond

question that the prineiple of universalized gelf-interest and of
equal considoration of intorests iv not purely formal. It ig o
subgtontial moral prineiple. It is only in a case vhere people

are subacribing, wvhether oxpressly ov noet, to these principles that

they, togother with the logical prineiples of prescriptivity and
unlvervgalizability, render an arvgument like Hare's ebmpalliﬂg.

This points to what must become ovr wain point of critical
tendkon with Uore. Ve are lead to guegtion whether preseriptivity,
congldeved as n fovxmal principle, really oxpresses the logical

structure of moral langunge.



2. fThe separation of faet and velue in analviieal philogophye

‘Q_,_&vae;g &

We have in the foregoing chapter given an outline of RoMe ﬂé?e's
conception of ethies, taluing him as a representative of the wovement,
or trﬂnd,.in conteupeorary philesophy called Yanalytical philosophy®.
We have aob done so cleoiming thot there ig in every respeet a
uniformity of thought in thig mevement, far from it. Neither are
we suggesting that the $thicol wiritings of its represeniatives ore
in any perticular way similar in their exposition of all the velevant
topics.

What we avre suggesting, however, is that, counting foxr 0ll the
differences, there is after all a certain line of thought that can he
traced From the earliesd remarks of the "analysts" on the subjeet of
ethics (Hlgerstrbu, Carnap, Ayer, see below) to the move elaborate
ethical works of the presenteday "linguists*,

Our use of R.M. Have is justified by our sceing in his writings
perhaps the mest mature and halanced work of the analyst tradition in
ethieal theory, buit still a work defending bthe basic position of thigs
traditl one

Admititedly, the carliest foxms of the "emotive" theoxy of moral
language weve very crude in their cheracterization of valuo judgewments,
including moral judgements, as cwmotional exclamations and such like.

It ig not surprising that remarks, like the followinpg by A.J. Ayer,



tended to arouse the feolings of the appanentﬁlo

"We hegin by admlitiing that the fundamental ethienl
coneepts are unennlysable, inasmuch as there ia no criterion
by whieh one can test the validity of the judgewents in which
they ogcur, sse the renson why they are unenalysable is
that they azre mere psendo-concepis. seeThus if I may to
someone, "You acted wrongly ipn stealing thal woney', I am not
stating anything more than if I had said, '"You stoele that
money', in a peenlipr tone of horver, or written with the
addition of seme special exclamation warks.  The tone, ox the
exclanntion moarks, adds nothing to the literal meaning of the
pentences It mexely serves bo show thet the expression’of it
is attended by certain feelings in the epeaker®.

Yo munt be noted what the funcvion of ethical terms is not only

to express feelings. Thek are alse secking to Yarouse feeling, and

so to stimalate action,.

3

Thig is how Ayer pees it, al wny vete.

Ayer stresses the point that ethieal judgements express feelings,

they ave not agserihions of f@ﬁlingaﬁ If the latter weve the case,

Lo

o

]

Choelie Htevemson, lithics ond Lﬁnguag§i9%ﬁ26§, quotes Martin D'Arecy,
who soys:  “Under the pretence of ultimate wisdom it {i.c. Ayer's
hool) guillotines religion, cthics and acothetics ... and
everybhing worth while®,

lanmuage, Tenth and Logic, 2.0d.1040, p5167, This con be gaid to
correspond to sayings by B, Cernap, like the following: "A value
apatement is nothing else Lthan a command in a misleading groammotical
form", Philosophy nnd legicol Syntex, 1935, p.2k,

This view had its cavliest and perhaps most radical spolesnmen in

Axel Hlgevetrin, ef, hisg statenent in “"Josisl-filosoiisks uppsatser®,
& collection of e¢sguys published in 1959: 918 1 sny, '"This anetion is
infamoug®, I am expressing exacltly the same thing as 1f 1 hod said,
Fie! What an actionl®:s That isg to sny, what is cypressed by thio is
only a certain feeling in connection with the notion of the nction as
agtual," (Quoted from G, Hillerdal, Yeolr isk och filosofisk etil,
1958,  The translatien is by the author of the present thesia.)

Ayexw, ope @its., p.l108,

Ihidom, peliY.
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we would in faet he confvonited with an ordinery subjectivist Lheory
witich holda that ethicsl juﬁggmantﬁ are genuine prdpagitinnag namely
about the leelings of the speakew, whereas Ayer wmaintains thaet they are
not propositions at all, and’that therefore it iﬁvimgassihla really to
digpute about questions of value.l
1t might be sugpested, however, ﬁhap'thé heated disenssion which

tolloved Poemaria 1ikﬁ those by A.d. Ayer, partly was caused by s
certain tendengy towards pashing mntters te extvemes, at least
terminologically. Yo get the cerwect piciure it‘iﬂ necegsayy to
take inte account that Ayer himgelf allows tﬁaﬁ an ethical jwigenoent
mey often he linked up with auestions obout the faets of the case,.
Thas there can be dispute in connection with an ethical judgement, but
only as fopr as these Faets arve concerned, That is to say, if a man
has adopted a systen of moral principles, he has comnitted himself to
reacth mer&llyito eertain empirvical faets in a certain WAy e Therceiore,
two persons who hold the same prineiples, can, by discussing the ﬁact&,
obtain the same attitude tovards them, 1.¢. come o have the same
ethieal Feeling tqwards theme

In other words, moral judgements have usually got to do vith faects,
and bhore can therefore exiat such a thing as a sgystewm of moral
principles, i.c. moral Jjudpgements cen be logleally related to one

another. Contyrarvies in moral attitude ean thme he reconeciled hy the

persons involved goining true knowledge of the faects and applying leogic.

1. Xbid@m. Pc1190

2 Ihidem s g Polllc



Bubt adwmitbing thal these qualifications have to he made in
order to gi%e the »ipghy impfam&iea of a view like Ayer®s, wve might
still be justified in sayihg that in its move elaloevete form,
easpeeially in the works of Calo ?tevangcnl, the emotive theory took
on a more sympathetic shape, if wve wean by that, that it secmed Yo
take moral problems quite seriously and not only treat them ng o
kind of pseudo=probleme. |

Fixnt, Sbevengon spoakes of ethiecal judgements having “emotive
meaning® without putting “meaning" in invewrted commns, theroby
showing thet “emotive” is net in any soense used devogatorily. Thig
emotive meaming of ethical and value judgeients lies in their
fanction of gpeaking from and to the constive-pffective vature of
nen, nemely cxpressing the speaker's attitude of approval ov
disapproval towvards a certain object, and trying to evoke & similaw
atvtitude in the h@&rey.g

Stevenson is willing to apply the prediecate "true" fto cthieal
Judgements even in their purely emotive funetion, although enly in a
partienlarly brond scnse of the word "true', in whieh it is used to

3

aignify an agreement in attitude,

Gl

1, Empeeially'gﬁhigﬁ and Language,

X
®

See Upeoite, pp.20ff.

2
<
]

Ibhidem, pp. 169£%,



Like Aede. Ayer, Stevenson sitates that cthieal judgements usually
are hased on beliefs about facts, ce.ge. about the actual sitate of

A N » » 1
affairs and aboub what will he the result of a certnin action.

Ticcouse of thin ethical judgemenis can be remsoned about.

Move imperiant thon all this is Stevenson's statement about
ethical judgements having descriptive meaning, whieh gives them o
theorvetical funetion as well, Tiwved, they refevr to the speaker's
attitudes, thus giving a description of them that may be true or
false in the ordinary way.  Sceondly, descriptive meaning attributes
qualities or sebts of qualities From which one counld infer the speakerts
definition of ethieal texrms. VFthieal judgementa can thus be true
and felse in that thoy give references which might be tested by
ohserving the speaker's use of thesc terms on other occasians.r

Thot ig %0 say, cven if an ethical judgement oveniually is
founded on the conative~nffective pature of men end in thias respoet
camot he pade subjeet to verificoation, it can still be trented
theorotically, i.c. be deseribed and gsystemntized.

oMo Hare, on his parvit, does not want to charaeterize moral
language as "emotive®. Its function is, seccoxding Lo his view,
Upreseripiivet,  The function of imperatives is to command, and the
function of moral judgenments, like value judgements in general, is

to commend, to guide cheoices.

l.' Ibidem, pp. 208%.

2. Xbidem, pp. 154 and 207.



Thig concept of "preseripitive™ meaning certainly iz not likely
%o arveuse such antagonistic feelings as did the concept of “emotive"
meaning. Hare seems to use a terminology whieh to a greatl extent
does jusitice to the character of moral languoge,

ile haps further brought out the distinction, and the relation,
between the exclusively moral meaning of moral judgements and theiw
degeriptive meaning in o cleay formmla. He makes & distinetion
between the meaning of a value term and the erviteria for ite
application, saying that the meaning which makes a term n value
term, iL.e. its evaluative or prescriptive meaning is primary to the
eriteria for its application. ‘these criteria constitute the
desceriptive, secondary meaning of value judgements, and this descripe
bive meaning is in its turn vhat wakes a logical relationship
between value judgements poasible, and also required.

in se far as the making of ~ value jJudgements can, and should he
a rationnl activity, it is becaunse of the logical consistency which
is demanded in the making of them. Theve is, esccordingly, no
guestion of moval judgements being arbiirary.

The important thing to notice in this view ig, houwcver, that
the system of evaluations is based om a decision of principle that
certainly is made fov reasons, but which still is o free decision,.
That is vo sey, there ig neo fact, noe sutheority ov anvthing clse that

con force a person rationally to accept a certain value ayatem.l

1. Vvhether Hore himself is consistent in the further development of
hig thoughts on meral reasoning is o question that is treated
elsevhere and need not concern us here.
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Aftexr having counsideved the development, and to some extent the
variety, of the thoughts of the annlysts on the nature of valwe
longuage, we are now able to gee that, wvhat is still the chicf

interest, is the meintaining of o nonecoguitivist or non-deseriptivist

peﬁitiqn.

That is to say, even if-a noxral sent@nc¢ ean be said to give us
knowledge of the spesker and of exiating sysbems oflmural_vglu@ﬁ, it
does not convey any knowledge in its strictlylggggg funetion. To
use il.Me Hawve's teraninoelogy, the prescriptive mesming of a wmoyal
Judgenent does neot present us with any knewledge of a moral kind,
although in its secondary meaning a moral or non-moral value judpement
may present us with a knovledge of the eviteria for the actual
appliecation of a value term to an object.

The same view could also be staﬁa@ in the following way: 'The
nuigque function of o value judgenent is not to describe an object by
ascribing a ceriasin property, or ﬁertainlyroparti@a, to it, but o
presevibe the choice of it, ie¢e bo vecommend it

Thereforey M ites function as a kind of prescriptive or evaluative
language a meral judgﬁmﬁnt does not gtate anything that ean be gaid to
be true or false in any ordinary sense of the words.

Part of the noun=cogniiivist concepiion is the dismissal of all
kinda of naturalism in ethies., To try to define the meaning of &
moral judgement imn tewms of non-moral concepts, is, ag G.H. Moore

held, a fallacy. “GoodY cannct be defined in terms of “pleasure®,
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“happiness¥, or "usefulness”, And ap a vesult of thip insight we
aee ih&t the cognitivistic theories of hedonism, eudaimoniem end
utiliterienigm ave impossible to defend any longer,

It is of speecial iwmportonee to notiece, that, according to the
non-cognibtivist view, the arpgument apgpinst naturalism in ethies
applics to all attempts to define moral worde in terms of metaphysieal
and theological concepts as well, There i no use in trying te
evade the arpument of the agnmcegnitivists, by maintaining thet e.g.
"rood" means "what God comwands™ or “what God wills®,

Although Moowe's expression "naturalistie fallacy® in hiz use
of it means an attempt to define “good", o broader, but cleonely
related, vse of the term has pained eurrency. It is used as a
characterization of all attempts to devive moval statements {ox
normative and preseriptive statements in general) from stotements
which ave purcly theoretical (scientifieal, deseriptive, factual).
Henoe the copmon characterizatiqn of the inteveast of non~cognitivism
as the one of sepavating facts and values,

This separation of facts and values means thal, aeccordipg to
the non=gognitiviast view, we cannot from any faciwal information about
man and the world arrive at any conelusion about values or moral
obligations, Tee., the actua} wishes, interests, desives of people
do not tell us what is valuwable, nor does any knowledge of what will
malie people happiler, what will diminish pain, what will strengthen

family life and 80 on.
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¥gqually impoosible is the deduction of value judgements Trom
any knowvledge of motaphysical or theologienl faets, even supposing
that we had any access to such knowlodge, cege about the "nature of
the world!, about God as the crcator of heaven and earthl, about
God's love of the world im Chyist, about the Kimgdom of Heaven as
man's ultimote gonl,

It might bo dmpovtant to point out that en the view sketched
above, existing moral cedes are themgelves consideved vg "fachs®,
and the fact that something is ordered by an established pet of morél

shandeards does ot entail sthat it is an obligation,. Hot even if

these standards ave thoughi of as established through a divine
revelation. That is te say, the faelt that something is comranded
by God, is still only a foct, whercas for me to say that I ought to do

X means to say thot I bave deeided that this is my duly.

From Hore's point of view at least, the "informnlist" attompt
to bridge the gop between focts and values must be repudisted ag well.

J¢ use this term as & name of the trend in ethieal theory, represcnted

1o PuHe NowelleSmith quotes (op, cite,pe37) the Pfollowing pussage
from Bishep Moptimer, Christion Wildes as an exaaple of this
kind of reasonings “The {firset loundation iz the doctrine of God
the Creator. God mnde us and all the world, Becavse of that
He hos an absolnte claim on ouxr ohedience. VWe do not oxist in
our own right but only as His creatores, who ought thercfore to
do and be what e desives."
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for instance by 8, Henshire, J. Wisdom, %, Toulmin end P.J. Novell-
Smithg, They peint oul that there iz an actual cnﬂﬁactien hetween
facts and values, oy obligations, in ovdinary, "inﬁ@ﬁmﬂl" langouage.
A statement of fact can come to imply a 3udgeqenL abamﬁ obligation
in the nowvmal conventions of language. And this implication is
realiged by anyone wﬁo knows these conventions, 1.0s whe knows the
context in which the sentenee is uttered. “Contextunal iwmplication®,
which is the expression used by Nowellefmith, is hroadey than .

Plogienl implication", and it is not self-contradietory to question
o

such an implication, even if it is “"logleally edd®,”

R.Me Hare wonld object to a theory like thig, hecause, no wotier

hew leoose the infevenece, any assevriion that such an influence is

possible only sorves to deprive e mowal judgement of whet mokos it

54

moral, i.c. its charseter of being an awtonomous, free docision.”’

Thiso ebjeevion does not moan, hnv@vey, that the 1n?armn119ﬁ
theery vepresents any kind of cognitiviem as B??ﬁ%?ﬂ be the tﬁeﬂries
mentioned ecavliier, Nowellwfmith speaks of movel judgements as

giving knowledge, but this is practienl hnowledge, l.es knowledpge of

1. Besides Nowell=Smith, Ope.cit., perhaps the west -important
contribution to this Hype of c¢thical theory is 8. Youlmin, An
Eromimotion of the Place of Heason in Fthzcﬁ, 1050,

o 8ee Nowell-fmith, Opecite., pp. 79if.

%o Bee .}ml%%, E)ez.éﬁa



i
)

what to de, not theoretieal knowledge, i.c. lnowledge that somothing
ig the caae.l “Contextual implication® simply wmeans that the
erucial moral premiss 1g tacitly assumede The reason=giving
senbence does not nerve as a statement of foel Fyom which a moral
Judgenent is deduced, but it is, in the context, a practical

(9
sentence {rom the begimming.”

This means that the guestion of whence the hey premips, is
ati)ll uwnonswered, and it is essential that it shonld stay seo, if
whot we arve asking for ig o theoretical foundation for it.

Finally, eccovding to a view like the one we have tried to
sketeh abeve, the "intuitionist" tyvpe of ethical theory mumat he
opposed as an avtempt to maintein an ethical cognitiviom.
Intuitionien desevves recognition for its refutatien of all attempts
to define moral worde in teyms of non~moral concepise, Ut is sbill
contends that these terms stand for propertics of an indefinnble or
wnanoalyzable, fi.c. & simple, kiad,. And by applying these wordo to
cerdain objects mrral judgements convey knowledge and can thus be
brue and folse. This knowledge, which represents knovledge of
ohjective values, is net, hewever, arrvived at by way of logical
inference, but by immedicte apprehension through the speeinl faculty

called dntuition.

lg GP.Cito, Pcllo

2¢ Ve consideyr this a fair interpretntion of the theoxry, sece Nowella
Fﬁuit&l’ O}")uﬁj.'to, pp. 79ff¢
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¥rom & non—cognitivist point of view the intvitioniste have
rightly noted that there is a diffevence between theorctieal and
praectiecal discourse, or between empirical and meral disceurse, but
they misvepresent the diffevence totally,  They held that the
difference lies in the diffevonce hetween the sets of objeets which
are desceribed in each case, so that moral disceuvrse deseribes o
special world of objects., Instead they should have notieed that
moral words do an altogetber diffevent job from words deseribing
things.

It is ¢leayr that, if this view ip eorvreet, it hes no longey any
neaning to apeek of moral values and oblipgations ag having ehjective
validity, Ve here use Yobjeciive" in the sense of being a “datun",
ie.ve something that is “"given', either in mon's existence in the
world, or in a vealw of valuces.

Both R.M, Hare and P.H. Newell-fmith make perfecily clear what
the conscequence of thelr views is in this vespoct, Hare gssys,
speaking of decigions of moral principles,

"if pressed to justify a decision completely, we have

to give a complete specification of the way of 1life of whieh

it ds a pert c.. If the inguiver still goes on asking *But vhy

shondd I live like that?', then there is no fuvther ansver to
give him ece. We can only ask him to make up his own mind whieh

way he ought te live; Jor in the end everything rests upon
such a deeision of yrincipl@a“l

e };}ﬁ; 1)0693
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Mowell-fmith puts it this wey,
"Moval philesephy is o practieal seience; itp eaim is

0 answer guestions in the fomu '"Wha+ shall I do??. fat no

general answer can be given to this type of question. The

megt a morel philosophey can do ig to paint a picture of

various types of life in the womner of Plato and ask which

type of life you really want to lead. Tt this is a

deagerous tack to undertake, for the type of life you most

wanh to lead will depend on the gort of man you avee oo

The questions 'What shall I do?' and ‘What wmeral prineiples

should I adop$?' must be angwered by each man for himself;

that ot least ia part of the ecornotation of the word Yoxnl? ', 1

- o . . 2

4 ip therefore not vide off the mark when V.H. Fronlena
vegards even the leme extreme of the none-deseriptivist theorieg as
pdoitting o kind of basiec velativiesm after all., "... they almogt
invariably allow or even insist that the validily of these reasons
(scile for ethical and velue judgements) is uliimately rvelative,
either to the individual or to his culture, and, therefore,

confliecting bagie judgements npy be both justified ovr justifiable.®

Others inberpret these views in o similar way, cof.

E#4

TeWe Herring vho holds that they imply that Ychoices are ce.

-
K

Rl

ultinetely arbitrary, that is, non~rational #,~

This cousequence of the non-cognitivist views is the reason
why "value nibilism" has goained curvency, et least in Scandipavia,
a8 the pame of this type of ethical theory. As we have scen, thig

mast not be undersioed as practical;, or subjeetive, value nihilisme.

1. (})ucito. Pie 3198,
%o Lthies, 1963, p.9l.

Ge  "Uhat has Bengon to de with Morality?®, Journal of Philesophy,
L" 1953 [} 1? .688 [ ]
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It wight thevefore he misleading to use tewrms like "relabivism®
and "arbitravinessg® in this connection, ut as a characterization
of the noun=cognitivist theory of how valuve judgements are %ela%eﬁ
to theoretical statements Y"value ndbhilisn® wmight after all be a
fairly adequate teyme

What lies at the root of all the avguments of the non—ecopgnitiviet
is a cevtein view of the diffevence between words which stand for
values and words which stand for facts, or b@twe@nlvélu@ words and
descyriptive words, Or, to vuh it even more precisely, in the terms
of t.ie Hare, there is an important ﬁisﬁinatioﬁ'te‘hé'mnﬂe between
"ovaluativey onpd YdeseriptiveV meaning, which makes it nescessary to
ﬂiﬂﬁinguish hetwaeen value vords and deserdptive words. Jare syé&ka

guite explicitly of "itwe clopses- of words® (undérlineﬁ by &@).1

Consequently, accopding to this view, we ean speak of movral ag w@Ii og
non-moral wordge

‘Wh@ng by the uvae of the last mentioned terms, the deiiﬁis% theory
is presented ag ope tyying to define moxal words in nop-noral terms,
there does not secm to be any objeetion which ean possibly be made
againgt the non-cognitiviet vefutetion of ity fox the argument simply
says that by delining a moral wopd in terms of o nop-moral one we are
depriving it of vhat makes it wmoval, l.e. we are mmking it nor-moral,

This seems an amlytienl senience, and the denial of it eclearly a follaey.

Z.o A 3&;. p.%ﬁéo



The "naturalistic fallacy is thus a logical fellaey.

Similarly, it scems like a plain, logical truth that we cannot
derive a value statement from a siatement of Ffactsy because the
tverm “sgtatement of factY is undersicod to mean a "non—evaluative
stetement?, The procedure in question is, therefore, the fallacious
one of deriving an evaluative conclusion from exclusively
non-cvaluative premisses,

The non-~copnitivist cose against intuwitionism hos a somewhat
different character, at least on the face of it. Although
accusations of inconsistency plays some part in the argumentation,
effe 0F Polls Novell-fmith, it might be fairly obvious that, what is
really at stake, is the epistemological and ontological coneeptions
on which intuitioniem is bogsed.s This is west important te nete, for
it is here that the main eriticism of the nonecognitivist theories
will have to get in., The intwitionist contends the possibility of
belief in none-empirieal concepts, intultion as a way of gaining
theoretical knowledge, synthetic necessary propositions and nons
natural propertios, This 48 vhat is inaccepiable to the none
cognitivist,

Ter, vhat we encounter in the theories of the non-cognitivisis,
is, we venture to say, a viow whieh is founded on the basie notions
of logical empiricism, with ils eplstemological and ontological

implications.



In the case of the leogical empirvicists themselves this wag
said openly, ©.Ze by Aeds Ayer,

"Pthere is s8till one objeetlon to be met before wo can
clain to justify our view thab all synthetic propositions
are empivical hypotheses. =~ Thig objection is based on the
comnon supposition thot our speculaitive lkmowledge is of twe
digtinet kinds, that wvhiech relates to empiriecal fact, and
that wvhich relates to questions of value, It will be said
that "statemenis of value" ave genuine gsynthetic propositions,
but that they csnnot with any show of justice be vepresented
ag hypotheses, which are meed to predict the course of our
sensations, and, aceordingly, that the exiastence of ethics
and estheties as branches of speculative knowledge presents
an insuperable ohryjection to ocur radieal empivieist thesis.

In face of this obhjection, it is our buginess 1o pgive
an account of " judgements of valne® which is beth satisfactory
in itself and consistent with our general ecwpiricisi principles,
We shall set eursclves to show that in se far as statements of

- value ave significant, they ave ordinary “scientifie®

stabementsy oand that in so fay as they arve wnot scientific,
they oxe not in the literal sensge significant, but ave simply
expressions of emotion which ean be neither true nor false."

It is on thils background Ayer deals with vhat he ealls the
Yobsolutist® or Yintuitionist® theowy of ethiecs:

"Congidering the use which we hove wmade of the principle
that a synthetic proposition is significant only if it is
empirically verifiable, it is c¢lear that the acceplancce of an
Yabgsolutiat thegry of ethics' would wndermine the whole of owr
main argumenh.®”

Althongh there is among analyticel philosopheys to-day a
willingness to speak of different kinds of weaning, ov diffcrent uses

ok funetions of words, the comnception of faciual meaning is in all

main essentials the same, despite all veformulations of the prineiple

Rt o T T ey

1,

L.
v s d .



of verifiability (or falsifinbility).

Aecordingly, knowledge (4f it is not amalytic) is knowiedge of
empirical fact, knowledge pained threough eapirical obscryvation, orx
ot lonst testable by enpirical observation,

The dmportant thing here is not first of all the light this
might throw on the ﬁnnmaagmiﬁiviat rejection of intuitionism, but
its significance Yoy understanding the separelion of faet and value
in anplytical philosophy as a whole. We must observe hoth what
non=cognitiviam denies and wvhat it osgerts. It denieg hknowledge of
value, and is in so for at odds with inluitionisme. Tt it ggseris
knovledge of aempivical fact, The latter wight be the wost
iwmpovitant fyrow the phint of view of ethicoel theeovy, and in this
latter respect it is mot sigpnificently opposed to intuitionism.

For although intuitionism attributes ancother stotus to values
than do the nonecognitivist theories it is 8¢ one with non-cogpitivism
in the rvefulation of eny definist theory, and we want 4o asi whether
this is not beceuse It is iteeld woulded on the form of emplricisme

The ene ~3serts knowledse of value as distinet from knowledge of

for

empirical fact, the other asserts value Jjudeenents as distinet from

knowledge of empirical feect., That is to say, non-copnitivism is
exelusive towards inteitionism in that it denies knowledge apart from
the empirical, but theve might be an affinitly, ot least, between the

two in the anderstonding of empirvical fact itself,
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The question is not only whetheyr there are “Yother' facits than
those acknowledped on the principle of empirieal verifiecation, but
firvet of all wvhether there is moxe to the "factas" than the empivicist
understanding of them will allow for.

Thus we are lead to a questioning, not only of non-cognitiviem
in ethics but alse of in¥uitionism itsalfo. For dogpite all its telk
about non-natural properiies the aeparotion of these from natural
propeyvties is geen ap a cleav-—cunt matter. Inowledge of nadural
properties, constituting the factuwal, is one thing, and lknowledge of
values is anothey thing, somothing additional. Thercfore
intuitionicm can go well together with the other types of analytieal
philosophy in its rejection of any logicnl conneetion betwoen faet and
valuo.

The important thing is the empirieist basig for the sepavation of
fact and value, vhatever stotus might be given £o values. That is to
say, the importonce lies, not in the denial of velues os existents, but
in the cmpiriciet understanding of the factual,

Ve will undertalke this questioning by concentrating on the non-
cognitivict viev of H.M. Have, and althoupgh we think that we shall
thereby expose the basic elemoents in apy theory which separntes faet
and value this will not be argued any further than is done in this
chapter, f.e., how far our argument in the followigg will apply to
other viewsthon that of .M

e Hare mast be deeided on the background

of what we hove spaid above.
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Because our special interest in this thesia is to consider the
possible vole of .a theolegical ¢thic to-day, we shall first aek
what light the dizcussion of the relation between fact and value
mighi throw on the question of how theological ethics is to be
understooed, We shall ask whether theologlcal ethics gan be
understood in terms of the fact and value sepavation, and if not,
whether o study of theological ethies can itseld sugpest & new
approasch to the genaé&l, philogophical , theory of ethics to=day.

In the next chepters we shall dyvaw attention to some |
explicitly or implicitly theoleogieal considorations of the ecthiecal
problem.s Ve do mol claim that the views discussed are
necessarily exhaustive, but we have chosen some views which we find
woxthy of discussion in the present context, representing as they do

markedly different approaches to the problem of theeological etvhica.
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e Yaots and the ethical deman& in Kelie ILilgstyupts thousht,.

In the writings of K.l Lﬂgﬂtrupl we find a view of othies
which aaeﬁﬁ to ho flatly co&tradicting the theory of ethies imn
analyivical philoaophy.

i8gatrap holdo the radical viéw that there is ne pavticenlayw
“Chvigtian" ethiec as opposed to an ethic on generally human
premipgseg.e  The dthiecal demand which meets us in the teaching of
Jesus is the demand which belongs to humon existence as sueh, and
vhatever pavticular role theology might have in rolation to othies
it econnet he bhasically other thon that of making possible a deeper
understonding of the general othical demand, 1t does not provide
us with any perticular standard for deeciding what to do, let alone
any such exclusive gtandard,

L6 might be added that Lbgstrep is notl by this saying anything
entirely nowe lHe im wather giving & very original interpreitation
of a view which ig quite traditional in the context eof a Iutheran
theology, nawely that the hknovwledge of God's will belongs to man ag

auch and is not confined to the content of the Christ-revelation.

1o Mis wain work in the Ticeld of morals is Den etiske Fordring, 1996,
Gexman translation Die ethische Forderunge This 1ls a volume of
esgays dealing with the basis of mewrality. In Kunst og etik, 1961,
he deals specifically with probhleoms in conncetion with arts and
merals, bub the book has a polemie appendix in which Lbgstxup
entors inte & brief discussion with some of the ceritics of Ron
otiske fordring.
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Ligastrup, therefore, starits oxplicitly with the general
hunan siﬁmatinﬁ, elaiming thot the answer to the ethical question ia
to be FJound by a study of the phenomenn of huwan existence, and
the phenomenon Ldgstrup fivst wanﬁs to male the objeet of hig
study ig "trust",

I8gotrup elaims that trust is the basic phenomenon ef man's
noral existence. Trust is a fact which ie given with our
exisgtonee togoether as men. That is 1o say, it is not an attitude
vhich man avbitrarily chooses o show tewardo other powsons, but
it helongs, rather, to the basic elemenis of his 1ife,.

I8gatrup starts with tho thesis that, "It helongs to our
bumen life that when we meed, we normally do so baving a natural

o

trust in each other', That ig, our trust 16 extonded not only to
persons whom wo hnow well, but also to the sireangev. “pecial

things must hove happened befove n strangesy ias met with distrugt, ceg.
betraynl in war or under dietator-vule., We novmally believe that

a person vhom we meet in the rallway compartment, is wnot lying or
stealing. We trugt him unitil his words or hehaviour raises our

suspleion, or ouwr distruet is consed by earller uwnforiunate

experiences with fellov travellers,

1. Den etigke Foxdring, hereafter referred to as FoFe, pel7e



To be man implies being in o relationship of twrust, Bigtrust
is contrary te 1ife itseld, That is, 1f distrust were a bamic
feonture of wen's aﬂcauntwrég 1ife iteeld would in fact he imposrible,
because we would slvays in advenec helieve ench other to steal, lie,
praotend and deceive.

That trust is fandamental feor owr existence can nlse he seon,
Lgatrup saya, from bthe vohemenge of our reaction when semchody
sbhuses our trugt, ie.e. commits o "breach of FaithYs Yo trust in
somehody means 4o give onesilf away, and a person who dalkes
advantage of the confidence I hove in him, has not really aeccepled
my trusbs. ie hos not responded to wy giving mysell awey. That
in why L reaeth go strongly.

Beffos ‘Trust belongs, days Lbgstrup, in an clementary senge, 1o
nll dialoguce. The person who addresses snoiher person, gives
himself nwvay, and thereby a ceriain dewond is laid ugon this otheyr
persente This doos not only mean that be is under an obligation to
give an angwey to what the Tivst one said, Heither does the
giving~oneself-nway depend upon vwhat is sald, its private charactor
toSeDe It means, rather, that in addressing acnother person, no
matter what the imporitance of what is snid; a certain tone ig

struckes e whe speaks steps outside himself in ovder to exist only
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in the dialogue—velation to the other. The demand vhich ie laid
upon the ethef, ig the demand to accepy the speaker himself, by
baking up his téneo Nob to hear, or to refuse to hear the tone
which he atriles, is simply to ignore the self of the speaker,
for it is his ownm self which the spenker exposes when he addresses
the othor persen;

Lbgotrup's anclysis might be exposed to some naive misundere
standings which.it is necessary to point out.

faying that trust isva Tundamental; or primavy or elemontary
feature of man's life Ligotrup does not pretond o state any
gtatistical faet about the amount of trust that can bé found apong
men, that is, thel there is more trust thﬁn disbrust in the world,

Nedther is he saying that trust, in relation to distyust, i
the primayy phenumanbn in the sense that the latter is necessarily

£

sueccessive to the former in bime,”

1, EQE&, pogz}o

LI
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One passage, in particular, in E.F., p.2h, might bave given vige
to such an interpretatien. Ife claims support foxr the result of
hig analysis from the scicnces of psychology and psyechiatry,
They have shown how the wiole of o child's fubure life can be
determined hy the aduli's behaviour towards ite The child io
not capable of shewing reserved trust, because it has not learned
to mnlko any wveservations. The reservations which the child wakes,
are auntomatlc pesychic reactions which follow the disappeintment of
the child's wnconditional trust. The letvbing down of a child. wmight,
therefore, deprive it of ito ceurage for the vest of its life,

This example, fox Lbgstiup, is an indication of the relation
between trust and distyuste.




The succegsion in time botween truet and distrust in the
life of an individupl is wvather o manilestetion of what is reolly
& precedence in ranik,

The question of what isg "first® and what is "last™ ip o
question of what is basie and what is devivative, Trust is the
bouse phenomenon, and distrust comes from the Jpek of trust, and
io 1bs negation. This is vhy we do not hove to give voeasons for
our trust, while we have to justify our digtrust.

But ie this a sufficient reason for wnintaining that there
ig o difference in rank bebtween trust and distyust? Is fot this to

3
smuggle the evaluntion iunto the analysis? To say solely thoat
distrust is the negation of trust is nov Yo say that the latter is

“"better" than the Lixste. It might even be thought that Ligstiup

Lo Cf. Kungt og otik, hereafter veforved to as X, pp. 190£7.

2, This is what e.g. Guuner Willerdal accuses Logstrup of deing,
in Teologisk och filesofisk etik, 1058,
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hag just been mislead by, sy that he has expleited, ihe
ambiguity. of the torms “"positive® and “nepative', and that he
thinks he ean dyvaw a conelusion abound value Tyrom the gramwmtical
sitructure of the word=pair "trust-diatrusts,

o have bo beay in mind, bhowever, that Yizstrup is not
primerily concerned with o study of words, bub of the phensnens
which lie behind the weeds, %o he is not just arpuing on the
hosis of terminnlogy.

But ia he still deriving his statement about the ovrder of
value between trust and distrast from the fact that distrust is
the negation of trust?  I¥ he is arguing on a formal basis only,
then the conelusion is nol eonvincing, to say the least,

And admiteediy, lLUgstrap's ferpmlstions might hHe wngnavded
at this peint aud therefore seenm retiily exposed to cviticism,

He gquite simply sosumes that the gquestion of what is basie
is the some as the question of what is superior in rank,

vShongerup (i.e. one of Tdgstrup's eribicm) asks
about vhat is fivet and what is last in tiwme, while,

for me, the difierence betwesn Pivet and last is rather

a difference in rank. What I have in mind is the
guestion of whab is bagie"

And the surreptition seems even more evident in the follmeing

PRUSREE S
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"The experiencc of novelists shows us - if we ask
about the owvder of rank « that distrust is based on
trust os its negetion®,

Wwe think, however; that we miss Ligstrup’s poinit if we
simply toake this as a-misuse of wvowrds er-as.& leap in the
arpumeinte

The identifiecation of what is hasie with what is of value
is, in this connection, not o medhledical presupposition; hut a
result of L8gatrup'e.analysis of trust and distrust, even if he
never states thisg explicitly himself,

The way he is thinking becomes n bit eclearer when we consider
what he says in another places

eee brust and disgtrust are two ways in vhich .man
undersinnds his 1ife and himself, eee it ds part of

the self-understanding of trust, that it ip something

positive, in the some way as it le port of the self-

nnderstanding of distrust, that it is sowmething negntive.

It is no evalvation which comes aftexrwards, and o which

trunt and distrvast are made subjeet; but it belongs to

the phenomens themselves, It lies, therefors, algo in

the meaning of the twe words. To cvalunte trust as

something negative is ageinst the earence of trusgd, and

it is contrary to thé meaning of the worde?,

It will BLe notieed that “positive® and "negntive" are heve

cldarly used in the gense of “good® and "bad",  Further, that

1o N, P.191,

Pe ét};ié, 1301930
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Lbgstrup finds the evaluation of trust and distrust as good and
bad,respectively, in the words th@msalve@; Bui the words have
this character beeause i+ belongs to the phenomena which they
covers

Ly the expression "aalféunéﬁr@tnndimg"; LBgstrup wants to
gay that trust fexcoes upon us an understanding of itsel? as gnﬂd;

In the preoper sense it is,'ﬂh@?ﬁfﬂf@,‘impﬂﬁﬂiblﬁ,.Gays
Thgstrup, to upderstand trust as something negativﬁ}

We may, however, shill evalunte it as something negative,
he gontinues. Pul thig is poessible enly if we adopt & point of
riew which is foreign to trust, and econtrary to its own
presentotion of itself. Thig is not only a theevetical
possibility. It is indecd aameihing that happens quite frequently.
We evalunte trust as gomething nepgative, because in a given
eirveumstance it might bhe dengerous to show trust.,  Heesnge
people might abuse the trunst of 2 child, we have to teach it neb
to trust people under suech and such conditions. That Ligstrup's
argwnent heve e naively exposcd o criticism must he admitted,
A possibly moxe adequate account of the fact of our complex
attitude tovards trust will be discussed belowve

Pived, the following must be noted: llgstrup does not want

to say that trust is a neutral phenomenon which we are at liberiy
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to wnderstiand either as positive or negative. Ve can gvaluglo

it nogavively only in spite of Yits understanding of itselfv,
orregpondingly, a positive evaluation of distrust is possible

L) ~ ¥ L] ‘] * 1
only in apite of its undersinnding of itsel? ap negative,

4 wight he appraopriatc to question Lbgstrup's vay of
gxpressing his view on thig point. To say that we cannet
"understand” trust pegatively, but only "evaluate® it negaitively,
by a kind of secondary procedure, as it weve, seecms most
vafortunate for LBgstrup's own argument, Iy seems to indicate
Just what he wants to deny, wamely, that the value aspect is
something which comes Yafterwards", and wvhich is added by our

2
evaluation.

There is, hovever, no mistaking what LUgstrup wanis to
mainbning

"Whether something is positive or negative, good

ox bad, is not determined only when we evaluate it; it

is not decided only when we iake possersion of it. My

life has taken possession of me before I have taken

possespion of my life. My life has given me to understand
whnt is good and what is bad, before I eveluate it and
decide on the attitude to ndopt towards it. I pmight then
eee make up my mind that it ig wipght in a given situntion

to further wvhat life itgel?d has tauvght me is something
negative, ce.ge when I teach a child 4o show distrust,.

le Hee KB, pp. 193%£f,
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The relation between the Danish wordepair “verdi-vurdering®
is the sawme as that between the English words “value®" and
Povaluation,
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That ia to say, our evezluation miph® be coubrary to the

phenonena’s own determination of themscives as good and

had, but it connot zuspond ity it connot make the

phenonens themselves ethicnlly indifferent"l,

However, the wuoy in which Ligstrup here distinguishes
botween "understoanding® and “eveluation® seems Lo introduce g
cerbain ambiguity in his theory. What is renally the basis fer
morality? is it the wndersionding which is given with the
phenomenon itseld, ov is it my secondary cvaluation of it?  The
anclyst would certainly undevstand Libgstrap’s viev in the second
sense, and say that after sll he admits thet the basis of morality
ig o he found novhere else then in wmy own deciegion of what ia to
count as good and bad,.

The reason why ligsitrup introeduces the ambiguity which lays
him epen o this interpretation, is evidently thet he wants to Yind
a way of aceounting for the cemplexity of the woral aitvation, cege
the ¥aet that we do not always think it right to show trust,

But Lbgstyup could bave given a more consistent sccount of this
within the context of his own theory. it eould be avgued co.fe that
there ie wo gingle phenomenon of human existenee whieh forms the
basis of morslity, bub a pumbor of phenomens vhieb muat be talon

together. {me wmight, for example, but need not necessarily, speak

j-e K-QE:J polglfza

emn g
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of conflicting duties. In any case, it is perfectly possihle
to waintain thet i+ is the phenomenon or phenomena themselves
wvhich teach us that it is not always vight Lo show trust,

As it is L8gstrup is now left withouwi the possibility of
gaying that a value judgement is a statement of value, l.e. @
statencot of the uwndersianding vhick 1ife ilself hae piven me of
vhat 1o good and what iz bad., The ambiguity referved to above
seemg to blup the distinction hetween a giatement of the
phenomena®s own determination of themselves as good and bad, and
an expresgion of my subjective attitude towards the phenomena.

We do vot say that the Yormer statement con he abgtracted from
an expression of attilude, we would wvather say that attitude is
alvays implied in such a statvement, hut we ave saying that it is
always possible to abstract one's subjective atititude from the
undergtanding which is given by the phenomena thewmselves. That
is to say, it is always possible to dgneove this understanding and
net elaim sny cognitive stotus for one's Yevaluotions®. I7 this
is the distinetion LUgstrup really wonis 4o make when he
digtingnishes bebween "undevstanding” and “evaluation®, and of
which he only makes an improper use, then we have no objection to
ite X¢ would seem rather to be o useful mweans of relating, and

disbinguishing between, the views of Ligstrup and e.g. L. Hare,
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Both would then be saying that it is quite pussible to take
up any attitude towards, i.e. make any evalualion of, a given
fact,. Dut w&iie Hore would say that this is really the hasis of
moralidy, lHpgstrup would say that this basis lies elsevhere,
nomely in the phenomenn's presentotion of themselvoes, and that
the evaluation mugt always be scen on the Saﬁkgrnuné of the
understanding which is given thera.

Logstrup ig well aware that his ﬁanéern brings him into
conflict with cortain contemporary philosephical views.

it is sirange that neither the anti-metophysical -
philosophy noy existentialism will recognize the
understanding of what is geod and bad, which comes from
our existence itscli, they only want {o know of the
determination which ds a result of my own evaluation®

By the ﬁ&ym “ﬂatiwmﬁtaphyai@#1 philogophy® LBgstvup is
evidently referving to what we have, rather vagnely, called
"analybical philosophy®, as it prevails in the ﬁng36m$aﬁan and,
to some exthent, the Scandinevian countries ho-day. |

We shall else vhexve éuﬁstian the legitimacy of ié@ntifying
the view of mnalytical philosophy and existentialism in this

3

respRcl, shat is of interest here is to notice that Ligstimp

is conscious of the fundanental philoscphical point at issue

le Wi, pedOke
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hetween him and his crities. He {rightly) identi’ies ca.ge
Hillervdal's view with that of sualytical philosophy.

Hillerdnl, ‘n one passbge, nccuses L¥gslrup of “moving
divectly fron an analysis of o commonly ocourving relation,
that of trust, to & pesitive gvaluation of this as something
good",  Tor Hillerdal it is cleawr that "fyem a puvely
phenomenclogical analysis can never follow thot, what ig exposed,
is right and desivable",

Ligstrup, on the oiher hand, holds that, it is true that the
phenomenslogienl analysie, taken by iteelf, is neuntral, but not
the phenemenon which 1t examines, If trusé is the objeet of its
analysig, the deair&bilityrhalangﬁ to that which we hecone
conpeious of in the phenomenclogical &ﬁ%ly%iﬁ“oi

Part of this passage we Tind questionable, that, namely,
where it is walntained that the phenomenelogical analyais, telien
by itself, is neutwral. |

What counld this be taken io mean?

in the fivet plece iv could wean just what Idgstvup has
been saying repeatedly, l.e. that 14 ig not the analysis vhich
makes the phenouwena good orv had.  This would, however, he a

wirivial statement in this connection.

i, &a}i&, i)nlg,rja



Lt could alse mean that the apelyvst approaches the ghencmena
withoulb any precenceived idea aboub wheiher they ave good orx bad,
This wight be the deseription of o sound amalyticel atiitude, bub
it is bhardly vhat lUgsbrup is thinking of here.

Or it could mean thetl there axe no presuppositions at all
behind the analysie, which is a very doubtiul statemont, The
analysls, vhich Ligsirup deseribes is at leasd open to the
peseibility of Tinding thai the phenomenn have an inhevent value,
This is havdly a "neutral! pesition with regard to the value
question. It is at any wvate the expregsion of o certain
vhilosophical poesition, Nelther are any other positions nentral
in this roapect.

But most likely LOgstvup wanis te wmaintain that the analyeils,
of whieh he speaks, ig, ot least in principle, separable from its
ohject and ite resulis. Thisg would mean that the analysis is, in
a way, indiffevent abount iis oun resulis.

This is indeed the quesiionable aasseriion. Is it really
the ease that the analysis can obtain its results eoncerning value
without a cerivein congeniality? Will net, thorelore, a statement
abouts value alwoys oxpress an element of acceptonce? 'This musth

not, of course, be confused with nn oventnal exwression of the
) 9 ¥

intention to pursue Lhis value. This inbtention does not follow

from the recognition of the walue.
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Yo sum up tho discusgion of Ligsbirup's analysis of trast:
We take him to mean thet brast is a Pundamental Peature of
human existence, That is o soy, he is ash primavily dealing
with trust as a fealing of conlfidonce, which men might have in
cach otheor, but with trast as men’s giving lhelr 1ife in-each
otherts hondg.,  Trust is not identifiable gith any particular
emotional state in wman, hut lies on a more basic level, It ig
vather an aspect of all man's dealings with other men;

We thinok it is correct to interpret Ligetiup as saying that,
by hig very exisitence man is saying something about what is good
and bad, and thet if we wand to sayv something abouil the 1ife of
man, L.e¢. analyse Lthe phenomena whieh constitunte il, we connot
avoid saying something about values, i thoub being untrue Lo our
Ohjﬁﬂto

Some might feel inclined o juﬁge that Ligstrup’s view is
really only a variation of the "naturalisbie fallacy', Can he
not he undersioed as just saying that Ygood! means eop. “vhat igs
fandamentnl for man's existence"?

It could perhaps be said thal "goed" menng semething like
this foyx Ligstrup. ut this could hardly with any justice be
called o neburalistie fallacy.  Yor Ligstrup does not hold that

hio statements about {rust and about men's depondence upon one
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enother are "aon~evaluative®,
The results of his anealysis coapnot be identificd with those
of scicptific psyehology or sgociolopy, for insiance, Ligatrap

:Imdian explicitly thot there ig sueb a thing as a philosonhicol

pavehology, bepide scientific psynhalagyl.

This philosophical peychelopy does not ask abeut "none-
evaluativeY faetus, The insipght it acquires is, ihereiorc,
alego an insightd into the guesition of value, i.e¢., ior Lgstrup,
of vanlke

S0 bhat if Lbgstrup would ceecept the identification of
Yegad® vwith eege “FYundomental® this woeuld not wean a kind of
“noturaldsm, It would only mean that the word Y"rundamental®
enid the phenomenon whieb it gheracterizes has a value aspeet
a6 well,

i s would wean that there is no abselute dislinetion between
Ypood"” and e.g. "fundamental', At least in sowme contexwts 14 is
impeszible to talk about Humdonentalidty opart frowm an evaluailion,

For in his deods ond sayings man is necessarily invoelwed
in evaluvatblive acbivivices, so that oven an annlysis of langhage

cannot be woderiaken independently of epistorelegicel and

le iﬁg’ 1701900
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ontologienl cowmi tments, whieh arve partly attitudiael, and
witieh cannet, thereiore, be shown Ho be eutirely “factual®,
in the sense of "nom~evalualive',

I it ia true that van's 1ife is intertwined with that of
his fellow men in the way that we have said nbove, so that we
are, in hﬁgstrup*ﬁ'wﬂrég "gach obher's wa?lp" and "each othex's
destiny” or, in Luther's words "eaeh other's daily bread®, vhat
doos this mean iﬁ‘%HTMﬂ of woral obligation?

For Ldgutyup the case is as followe:

It is equally certoin both that “ne maticr what we want,
our 1ife ig actually created in such a way that it eannot be
lived in any é%ﬁer way Lhen by man piving hdmself awvay and giving
viors ox less of hig 1ife in the other’s hand, sbowving oy aghking

1 . . .
for trust" , and wvhat the demand to take cove of the life of the

other belongs to our cxisbence as it actunlly is.
No matiter bhow mueb or little of his life a person hy hie

truat gives in the hands of the ether person in the conerete

situavion, in eveyy eneounter between wen therve lies an

‘mnexpresaed demand. This bolds drue regardless of the

character of the encounter ond the circumstances in which it

takes place.

Lo ‘éagig e L.
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"However manifold the character of the commuwnication
between ourselves it ie alwoys a ventuwing forward in
order to be met, This is the essence {1it.: nerve) of
communication, and the basie phenomenon of meral
existence, Thoe demend which follews from this does not
need any revelation in the theological sense to be heard,
any more than it comes into exisience beeause we have
agreed uwpon it, wove oy less conseieusly, for our mutusld
benefi .

IT tyust and its giving oneself away only werc
something that we conld decide on al pleasure ... , there
would not in ovr life together have existed other claimg
than these, which people wight think of lsying upon each
other, whather they are conventlional, sentimental, ov
megalomanioe in chavacter. This is not the case,
however Trust does not lie with use. It is something
plvene™

Tor Lgstrup 44 is important to stress that this demand is not
the same as the actual wishes and demands that are volced by the
other person. It imp incidental whether these wishes do or do
not coincide with the demand whiech is eonbained in overy relation
to the othew person.

This is part of the mesning of LUgstrup's statement that the

. 2
demand is unexpressed, OF anonymous.

“for ene thing is the other person's own intere
pretation of what the trust, which he shows or desives,
aims ate Another thing is the damand which is given with

the trust as a erveated fact, so to speak, and whieh it is up
to me to interpret. And these interpretations mipght very

1o };:ngo, 1}0270
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well contradiet each other., The relation may be a
single challenge to me to o agninetl the expeetations
and wishes of the obher person, because only this will
be for his own benefit, That is to say, the choallenge
presupposes that I know better, then the other pergon
himgelf what is for his good.®

As Ligstrup alsgo puts it: The demond is unveiced, it is gilent,
He, to whom it is addressed, must in each conevetle relation
determine what the damand iz,

This does not mean that the individuwal arbitrarily can give
to the demmnd'th@ eontent that he wishes., In that case there would
be no domand.

But now there ig o demand, and becauge it is given with the
fact that the individual is payrt of the world in whieh the other
person has his life, and that he, thefore, hes something of the life
of this other person in his hands, it is a dewond to take eare of
this life, But nothing is said about hew this is to be done.

YIY ip part of the dewand, that the individual himsel?, by
using the insight, imagination and understanding which he

wight possess, shall seg o it that he becomes cleay aboutb
what the damand meansg. !

Lgstrup is thus advecnting the view that we eonnot from the

ahalysis of mon's exislence derive any detailed moral rules ov
/

comzands whieh con be applied to the concrete velations in which man

finds himself.

X, }igiag p.”ﬁlp
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Dat it is even more important Lo nobte that, on the other hand,

rnamt

e is not helding that the "anexpressed demand® is a formnl
damand onlye It is not without content. On the contyrary, the
content is guite delinite.

It might perhaps not be misleading 1o say that Ligsirup ig,
in his way, waintaining the distinetion between the fundamental,
or highest, norm and derivative norms which apply to the
diversivy of woral rvelations, and that ithe "unexpressed” demand
cannot be brought to bear npon the conerete relation except from
within this relation %o whieh it is to be applied.

The undersianting ei the buman conditioen and its demand whieh
wr have avbempted 4o skeleh above is, aceording bto ldgatrup, the
same as that wideh we encounter in the ethical preaching of Jesua
in the Gespels.

One pust not from onr expogition geid the impression that the
preaching ol Jesus plays an unimportant payt in Ligeirup's theory.
the poeint is, however, that Jdesus® preaching is nob o gource of

esoteric ethical knowyledpe, nor does it itsclf conpiitube the

authority of tho ethiecal demand, theough it wight be said to express
or veveal this auwthoerity, Not, however, in an exclusive sensce.
As ©h the distinciion whieh LUgstrup makes boebween the

o

unexpressed domand ond the netual interpretotion of it, this
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raises o number of farmr@aching.praklﬁms with whieh liigstrup is
dealing et some length, but whieh wo will not discuss heve, sinee
our primary concexn is only the problem of the relation balween
facits and the morsl dewmand. ¥4 is with regard to thig that wo
have been diseussing Ligstrup's view, Ve will only veniuve to
suggest bwoe pessible peoints of eviticism here.

Yirst, is it in any sense adegwate to say that the demond ig
tunexpressed” or "silent® when it has a definite content, oa
I8gatyap has shown that it hag?

Secondly, is it in the end possible to maintein o havd and
fast distinction hetween the fundomental moral demand which the
moral philesopher can point out, and the acinal applicetions of
this dewmand which only the moral agents can undertalie in ithe
actual moral situations?

it is easy ito understand that it is on Ligstrup's statements
about the relation between fact and demand that the interest of
hia evities is focused, e ig quite famlilior with the objection

that is bound to be mnde:

vYI gitnte, that men's lives are intertwined, and then
I immediately say thet out of this there arises a demand
that I shall 4ake ecare of the life of the other which is
given to me., But frow s judgement about what ip theve
can never follow any judgement abont what gupght %o be%.

3.0 gg:éa, p.l‘)é.
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Has Lgatruap suececded in presenting his conelusion
convineingly, and in defending it against the objections he
mentions? |

fxplicitly, Ligstrup deals with the tramsitien from fact +to
demant enly in ﬁaagiﬁg, and very briefly, Théa is, of couvse,
vather wsatisfoctory. The mein passage in IF in this respect

is %o bhe found in a neote,

“What watbters here is only to peint to the intimate

connection bebween foet and demand, that the demand

followag very divectly from the faecls For the fael leaves

ug with the only alicrnative, to take care of the life of

the othoer, or to destwoy it. There is no third

possibility, life being ecreated as it ig. Po accept the

fact without wonbing %o hear the dwmnnd mewans, therefore,

to take up an indiffevont atiitnde towsrds the gquestion,

vhether 1ife is 1o be furthered or to be destroyed.?}

In KE Ligatrup has develeped this a hit further, holding that
"i{ is no problem at all; how & demand can arise out of a faect.

_ . : n22

It goes antowatically and cannet at all he avelded,

this is so, because we cannot be content with describing snd
theorizing aboul things. We camnet ewxist without taking our stand
and intervening. Fov we are priparyily aective and emotional belngs,

and therefore our life is chavacterized by purpose, action and

decision.

1! ggﬂg p-w‘.}o
20 KEop pe196.
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in the actunl situation it is impossible, lLUgatrup holds,
o state thet the lifo of the other is given in my hands without teking
up an atbtitude bowerds this fact. Whether we wanl it ox net, we
must either hear or ignore the demand to take care of his life,
quite simply because he as well as T live aclively and
emotionally, and de woye than siate focts.

There are foramlations in L¥getrup's avgumend en this point
whiech, on the face of it, seum little move than naive atlbempis
to bridge logical gops, e.g. when he savs that it iz no proeblem
at all how & demand can arise oud of a faet, and that it goes
anﬁématieallyo That is, if he is tryins 4o jusiify a transition
from a nonmovaluative fact to an evaluwative affirmation of o demand,

4t best he could be talien o mean that for all practienl
purposes ve can say that it iéﬁ%nsﬂihle for anybody just to obscrve
that something iz the ease, witheut talting up an emotional atiiiude
tvowards it. In this case Ligstrup®s position would not be far
from heipg an “informalist" oue, weoning that theve is a conventlional
gonncetion hetweon faet and demand because we happen to he heings
who reanct ﬁmotiﬁnally to things.

ot from the rest of what Ligsirup says it is clear that the
relation between fact and demand for him ig no "practical” quostions

what he says is thal our exislonee compels us to take stand, il.e.
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to say “"yes" oxr Yne' te the demends whiel gre there already,
riven with the faet, That is te say, there is some kind of
necessity in the conncetion between the fact of wy existence and
the demant befoxe which X am forced, as an "aechive and emoticnal
being', to tale a stand. 20 that the heaving of the demand by
the person who lives aciively and ewotionally hag pome kind of
cognitive status, being en apprehension of an invelvement which
ig given with the facte.

As we see 1t, we cannol understand Lgstrup's deseription of
the transition fyom fact to demand unless we have understood how
he concelves o the "faci¥,

the demand arises directly out of the fact, because the faet
is never Y“only" factusl. it has alrveady a value aspect.

LUgstrup kunows that it is in the understanding of “factsh
that hig way and that of his critics pari. what Ligstrup
understands by "facts" ig "facts before they are reduced hy
science® o . He vigorxously repudiates the wview that
science should have o monoepoly on isguing statements abont reality,
for there are facis which con be better stated by our everyday
language than by that of lhe sciences. There are even
phenoment which ean only be described by, and distinelions which

{
con only be expressed by our natural language“ég s .

10 IioEe, 1)51960
20 Kolle, ps197.



The facus from whieh the demand avises direectly ore the
facts of the Yeonevelte 1ifce=situation with its plenitude of
?@rﬂﬁgﬁtiV%S"K' e ;

That this attempbed justifiention, en Ligstrup's part, of
hisg own theory of the ethicel denmand eontains little more than
suggestiony is obviouns, and i1 remaing to be scen whether these
or similay suggestions could be developed inbto a mere sysbemetic
theory.

Ligatrup®s theory con really only he undevstood when its
exiptentiel and metaplysical elemente are hvonght ount more
clearly iban Llgetyup has done 14 himgelf. Therefore, oul
digenpaion later in this thesis will Yorm a neeeseary haekground
for the understanding of ldgstrup’s views. At the present stage
they have served as an example of one way of presenting the
ethical demand in its relation te the facts of human existbence,

and they bave served os an ineitement to s fwrthey discussion.

1o Kollo, po196,
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He Lthies and revelation in the thouaght of korl Dorth,

brail Brunner end Yersben PJohlin,

In the case of K.V. Lbgstiup we wet with a theory of ethics
whiech wag from the outset explicitly contradieting the medern
analyticsl theovies of moral lanpguage, claiming as it did that
the demand Yavises wvery dirvecetly out of tho facty,

The ease appears to be very different when we turn to the
viewa of theologians who mrintain the exclusive chargetey of
theeological ethics in the sense that the whole wrderstanding of
the ethiecal question he based on our underslanding of the Christe-
revelation.

The vioew is not infreguently expressed thot the contenders
of a theological ethic in {this sense ave at one with the
analytical trond in moral philosophy, ot least in vhat they deny.

3o for example HNl.il, Sﬂele What vnites thew all, he says,
is the struggle againad the “Ymatuwralislic feallaey®, Thi s
fallaey has characterized much of theolegical ethies, too, Hie
anys, although it oupht to have heen elenr ithat, from a

theological point of view, etlhidca cannot he justified scientificallye.

1o In his "Fra Nenaesrancen til Vore Bage® ("Irem the
Henaigsance to Gur Times®), 5rd ed. 1960, esp, p.3kd,.
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Thqre will always be a leap from dhe facthts, that can be gsinted,
to the imyﬁrativaol

tn Kerl Barth's eriticism of Catholic ethics, namely that it
derives obligation from being, Sbe sees an expression ef the
sauwe protest as the analytical philesophers' against any attewpt
to bridge the gap between faeinal statements and ethieanl
Judgesents, bub torth's poupst io made on the basis of styrictly
theological consideratiens.

she holds that it is the same dichotomy between faebs and
values vhieh is expressed in L. Drwner's stotement that "the
igperative *Thou shalt?® is a stronger in thig wvorld, it has nothing

. - . 2
Lo do with things as they actually ayre"”,

1, This identitication of faciual statemepts, statements about
what ieg, with scientifie statements ie Sle's, and it
sugrests a ceriain naivity in his allionce with the
anelyots, in that he seems surprisingly vaconcerned abeut
the consequences of this identification for theology in.
genevynl .

2,  Das Gobel und die Ordnungen, 1952, Eng. translo,
the Bivine lnperative, Deld (Deth in the oTifle Je
fuotations from the works of Brunner and Barth will
be taken frvom the ewnrrent Puglish translations, with the
page munber in the oripinal in braclets,




fs i1, then, veally the case Lhnt theolegical olbies,
as Barth amd Hunper conceive of it, can be wnderstood in Lorwus
of the separation of fact and velue which we have heen discussing
in this thegie?

Yo the ethie of Lavth and firunner really possible on the
hagis of a theory aboul Lhe mesning of ethicel languege vwhich
separates fact fyom value in the way the non-eognitiviste, or even
the intwitionisgts, do¥

Phe exclusive characler of thooalagical eihies, as Harth
g Lt 1o expressed by the plaee it ig given in the system of
his thought, It belongs o theology in the stvict soense, to the
doctyine of God.  Barth, therciore, discusses ihe problen of
ethics in hisg Chureh Bogmutics, uunder the heading "God's covmand,

It is an expression of Harth'as concepltion of the
exclusiveness of theology bhat be even refuses to nllew the poeneral
concept of "ethicsY into tho theological contoxt, without heving
fivst wade the veservation thal the concepl might have to get a

paw weaning, ox Lo have its meaning allercd by Lhis particular

e
context .

1. Kirchliclhe Dogmatik, II,,, Inglish translatipn:
. Chhayeh Dormaties, ll, fq37,P,)09(564)

2, «.&MQ&L@S&’ Phe 51 oFf ( 5(‘.’8 ) o
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Tty vith these reservidions, Darih finds that the “ethiesl
guestbion" is a valid ene, which neede to he ansversed also hy the
theologian and whieh, in the end, only the thooleglan capn answver,

This genoral cuesiion of ethies is, secording te Davith, the
guestion of ihe poseibility and basis of certain modes of action
in and through the multiplicity of huoman aclionsy, if.e. the
guegtion of whether, and “ow, thore can be constancy and
continuity in human hehaviour throupgh lows and rules.

Lt e Further the gquestion as to ithe righiness of these
constants, o the propriety of the laws.

That is 1o say, the ethiecal guesiior is the question as to
what 1t is that glves to any setion its nowrmetive characher, by
which it ean elaim the right to be repeated.

hat is the true and genuine contimuity in the soe
called eontinuidties of human wnetiont VWhat. is it that is
valid in and above gll the yveenpnised laws? What is the

good in and over every so-called good of humar action?
This is - moughly = ithe ethical gquestion cee'?

1. It will bo seen that we differ heve {rom the avthorised
English translation, which renders bhe German "Was ist dae
Gliltige in uwnd diber nll den geltenden fegetzen™ with “What
is it that veally gives forvee o all these vecognised laowg?
This transiation makes the quesition more a guesbion about the
"eupivical®” ¢haracter of ihe laws ithoan about their validitv.

¢ Upoelt., pa3L3 (409),
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the ethieal guestion ig, thevefore, not 1o be identified
with every question about laws and rules and continuities in
human behaviour, It ig different from the psyecholegiecal
guestion as to wvhether theve is a uniformity of the huwan will
(whieh Barth identifies with the guestion of whether there is a
"natural lawY, though it ig hardly adequate as an aceount of the
various theories of a natuvral law to say that they are just
advoeating the view that there occurs a ceritain potitern of human
volition which can be discovered psychologienlly. They have
alvaye tried, ot any vate, bo esiablich, philosophically ov
theologically, a status for such a uniformity of the will above
the merely psychologieal,)

The ethical guestion 1s elso altogether another guestion
than the statistical one sbout patierns of overt behaviouwr in
varvious cultural coutexts.

And the continuity it seeks for is net the one that
Jjurisprudence eould point to in the legal systems of various
humon soeietiess  Neither is it the one that a philesophy of
history could show to be present in humen acvion in the middle of
the changes of history.

The ethical guention transcendg the gquestions asked hy all

seiencen. it asks the gupremely crxlticnl question concerning the
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law of the good. That is to say, it questions the validity of
1
the elaims wvhich all {these other laws lay upon ua.
“ur contention is, however, that the dogwatics

of the Chyvistian Churceh, and basically the Christian

doetrine of (God, i ethiecs. Thig doelrine is,

therefoxre, the answer to the ethical guestion, the

supremely critical question concerning the good in and

over evory so-called good in human sctions and modes of

action,

flow then is the welation hetween the peneral {philosophical)
angwers to the ethical guestion and the theological answer to the
same question to he conceiyed of?

Barth discmnsses various atbempts frew the theological side
to combine the general and the theological answers in enc
harmonious ayat@m.g

The first one is the apelogetic approach, whiech seeks to
Justify the theological answer by finding a place for it within
the fromewerk and on the basis of the presuppositions and methods
of nom=theological, generally human thinking and longuage, This

is the approach of Schlelermacher and W, Hexymam, to mention the

‘ L
most notahle, and of G. Wilnsch , who seeks to secure o place Fop

1, To all this see epe.cite, pp.51l3fL (5691%),
Ze Ibhdeme, 1)05515 (‘371)0
%o To the following, gce Ibidem,, pp.H208T (5779%).

he Theelegische Lihalk,1925,
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the "holy” as a branscendent suprome value, within the framework
of o general value vtheory.

The secend atiempl to combine theslogical and philesophical
othies is the maintaining of é certain two-foldness of the
ethical ingquiry, vhereby both parts can be given comparatively
independent positions, though completing complenentary tasks.
Thin approach is often combined with the apologetic one as & second
stage, Barth thinlks, hecauge when the apologetic theologian has
Justified theological ethics in terms of general ethics, he finds
himgelf confvonted with the task of saying why he still thinks
there is a need for any Ytheological® elhiecs as o separvate
digeipline at all.

In this tradition one tries, therefore, to show the partial
independence of theological ethies in fouxr vespecis.

¥irat, theological ethies has, it is seid, as its source,
the Chrigtian, or the religious, consciousnesse. Others wonld say
that revelation is this exclusively theological seurce. The
source of philosophical edhics, on the other hand, is vesson or
experience, or both together.
e Secondly, theological ethics has a subjeaﬁ of its own, the
Chureh, or the regeneratbe wane Philesophicel ethics is concerned

with rational mon in general.
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Thirdly, itheological ethics has idts own presuppesgitions,
Sefre the eperation of the Holy Spivit in the believer,

Lastly, theolegical cthics bas its owp conmtent, which might
be comnocted with Jesus® concepiion of life in genernl, or with
the idea of the XKingdon of God, While the central idea in
philosophieal ethics might be, for example, the idea of the
athical personalitby.

Barth's objection to these two atbtempis to bring together
theological and philosophical ethics, the "apslogetie® and the
"gomplementary®, will he clearly understood when we later turn to
a discussion of what he poeitively asseris., But his objection
ig really guite evident alveady, Ii is an objection made fiom
a theological point of wview, nawely that any atisupt to justify
theological ethies by goneral means, or to find a safe place for it
in some particular fleld apaxt from the field of othica in gencral,
disregards the claim of theological e¢thics te be the ultinmete
ethical avthority mnnd to be all-embroeing in the sense that it
applies to anybody and to any ethical prphlom.

It is in Barth's discussion of the thivd way of eombining
the two kindg of ethies, i.c. the JNoman Catheliec solution, that
he expresees hig view in o way which seems to hove wove divect

bearing on the preblem of our thesisg, and which seems to lend
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ivselfl to an intevpretation in towms of the separation of faet and
valune in analytical philosophy.

The lowan Catholic theory, in iils elamgical Toms, of the
relation between theological and gencral ethies, is, according to
arth, the one which deserves the wmost serious consideration.

Here we really have a theory which is reasonably consistent,
and vhich nelther makes sthies subject to hetevogenous principles,
noy limite ite task to the covering of a speecial Field only.

For on thisg view the natural morality which is advocated by
the sound philesephy ic weally a Chrisbisn morality (enima humana
noturaliter christiann). It is Chwistion, even if it is not built
on & theologieal Losis. The fundamentals of the moral life are
accessible to the philesophy of wmewvals, through the light of natural
man's reason, eduecaited in history and by exporience. Moral
philosophy is capable of hknowing the moral prineiples, e.g. in the
form of the philoseophical virtues of prudence, justice, courage and
bemperance, still knoving that these are relative to the abselute
Good, which ig the Divine Being. It is 1hus eapeble of
apprehending the moral prineiples as "the imperative which has its reet
in man's vaiy'heing"l, and to prepare himself for the eternal blisa,

’

which 38 communion with Gode

i, ‘}p-ﬂme, PeH28 (f}%ﬁ)a
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I% is net that philesephy is infallible in this respect.
It needs to be enlightened and corvected by revelatien, and it
is thug moral theology which has the swpreme authority, operating
es it does Ffrom the gources of the special vevelation, i.e. the
Bihle, the tradiiion and the degisgions of the Pope.

Horal theelogy is the supreme putherity in the sense that
it corvects the iusighis of woral philogephy, but fiyst of all
in the sense that it slone can lead man te the goal which is
recoghnized also by philosophy. It alone represends the
supernatural morality, vhich has as ite centye the three
Christian viriues of Faith, love and hope, Moral iheology
operates within the evdinonce of groce, and lthere alone can man
be healed and ralsed again from his gine Therefore, supernatural
morality is net a speeciality beside natural morality. it is

rather a renewval of natuxal mane

This concepilon of the relation between philosophical and
theological ethics as a form of pgradation , with theelopgical
ethies on the top as all-embracing and supreme in auvthority, is
attractive, Bavth adsits.

But atill it is, according to hiwn, a conception which nust
be rejected fundamentally, Por it is based on the presupposition

that in the coneept of “being" there can be establisghed s harmony
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between nature and superpature, belbween vemson and revelation,
hetween man and God,  Thet means that man, in spite of hig
state of sinfulness, in prineiple is capable of knowing the tine
being, and of having communion with God, the highest being and
tlie bighest geod.

darth's objection is that a methaphyeic of bheing con never
be the place vhere we ecan arvive at s true undersfanding of the
welatiﬁn'h&ﬁweﬁn God and man, gvace and natuvre, revelotion and
veason, This relation is not Ho he found in & theory abouwt the
relation between the being of the Creator and the being of hig
ereation, but only in +the gvent in vhich tod cstablishes thig
relation, i.e. in his eternal decision in the pre&eﬁtinatiéu
and the actualization of it in dime,

The theory about the relatinsn heitween God and man wmist,

therefore, be a theory not ahout being, but aboul God's scis,

about the revelatiopn of hig cvage in Christ.

it ig only through the revelatien of God's grace in Christ,
ie@, through God's acts, that his commonds can be knoun, Ouly
in this conbtext, therefove, iz ethies really poseible,

Tor no ovder of obllgetion can be built on ap oxder of

being. I obligotion is baged on bheing this means that it hag
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not its reason in itseld, but is,ontically, subordinated
something else, and, ﬁﬂ&iieally, even derivable from it. It
becomes o comnand only hy foree of whis "other" which is above
i

But if that which is above the ohligation is the being in
whiﬁg both man and tied partake, how can the command be 2 true,
uneonditional command, Harth asks, Tt cannotl be a command
whieh simply encounters man as an absoluite obligation, since itse
aunthority is dexived from being, whioch is, in a way, undor man’s
sonbroel,.

Thus, ne order of heing ecan form the hasis for the ethieal

comuaskl, 17 this is to be God'e unconddtional commond,

How, then, is this theologicol view of Harl Parth to be
reloted to the philomophieal view of the logical sepoveteness of
Tact and value?

Only a superficial study of Harths view can find in it a
theologieal parallel to the amalytic philosephiecal conception of
the logienl sitructure of ethienl languapge. Barth's separoation
of being and obligation is altlogether a different problem from

the aoparation of fact and velue, as we have beon digowssing it.
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What Barth refutes is the view that mon can know God and
establish a relation to tiod hecause his {i.ve man's) heing is
analogous with the belng of God, and accordingly, that man ean
know God's command through his hknewviedge of being.

Hut Barth does noh thereby deny the unity of faet and
value in terms of the problem ye have been diseussing ox, if he
does, he mokes his own theory of ethies incomprehoensible.

In fact, Harth's view is eminently a maintaining of the

theory that ethieal judgements are deriveble from, ox

identical with, fechs,mnmely God's scta, i.e. fiod's “faetum" in

Chrigt,

In a double sense does Barth's view combradiet the faet
and value separation. Fivet, he hold that the ethienl
obligation is identieal wvith God's éammaﬁdo This, he saysg, ig
vhat wmakes it an nneonditional command,

This is, hewover, direcily the epposite of what the
analytical philegophers are saving. On Have's theory, forp
instance, it is exactly the fact that o moral judgment in the
end rosts on the deeislon of the persen who makes it, whieh makes
the moral judgenent wmoral. That is to say, it is moral just

because it cannot he derived Ffrom, by ddentified with, God's
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command, or any other facit. Barth, on ithe other hand, mual
definitely be wndersteod ag holding that an ethieal judgement

is a command gppyehonded, and not a cosmand ispued by the human

speaker, anc it is apprehended, nov asg awbenomous in the
¥antian sense, buh as having ite avthority frem the other {(God)

te

e

wh. lsgues

"We do not seriously ask vhal we ought to do
except when we gee our duly as the content of o
decision which conironts our own will « even when it
is gsupremely free in form - in absolute and inflexible
sovereignty, so6 that, cven when we give it our
vholebearied, spontaneous approval, it is never the
vesuld of our decisdon, and thorefore it never owes its
anbthority end power te our deeisions bubt always to
itself, That this is the ease is unequivecally elear,
and safegnarded against all relapses into cudaemonistic
distortiong, only when we keep plainly ip viev - asg
Koptian cthics very obviously failed to do - the

of obligation" ,
PN J

"an dmperative to which I ewe absolute obedience
must necessarily come in bthe wost radical sense from
without?, in order that it may claim me wost rodically
withine A command vhich transcends our actions conuot
in the last onalysis be merely o command which I have
given myseld on the hasis of whel 1 myzelf have geen and
experienced and fold and judged of the good and the txue
end the bheauntiful., It wmst come Yo me ag sowecthing alien,
as the comuand of aunother ...'’ {underlined hy me),

1o Ibidem., pl.651 (725¢).

2o  The autheorized translation says "within®, which is obviocusgly
a misprinte.

Fo  Ihidem . p,651 (725).
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Borth asserts the unity of fact and value in a second sense,
anmely by holding that our ohligation 1z disclssed not enly in
the verbelly QX§resé@d comaands of God, bul alse in the very acts
of God in hisgtovy. The divipely luperative obligation i&
Hintroduced-in Jesus Christ, in the divine act nf.ﬁhe world's
reconciliation @ith God as the act of his pure g voaﬂﬂe&aﬂle

"The tyue and gemuine obligotion, law and dutby
voleed by another than ourselwves, ancrges and peveists,
in face of our own will with its conceptions and aims,
in and with the fact thot, in fulfllment of the divine
will, Jesus Chrisgt bos died and risen again forv us,

80 that now ithat He is our Lovd and our Head we ghould
not helong to ourselveshit to Him, apd therefove

shounld net live o ourselves but to MMim. Thip ia wvhat
makes us ourselves debtors to God; and ve expevience
obligation = ag distinet from desire « in and with the
Faet that we owvrselves boceme debtors to Ged. This is
the sovereign decision which confronts our decisionse eee
The obhligation revealed and grounded in the pevson and
work and lordehip af Jegug Chrigt fulfils the idea in
all its strictness"® (underlined by me).

Thits is as divectily opposed to the anslytical moral
philosopher’s theory as possibles
The view of the oblligation as being grounded in the faet

rons through the vhele ﬁf Rarth's oxposition of ethics., Alrveady

1o 316@m P e 552 (501},

2, Ihidem, pp.6H5Lf (iZG}
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in the fact of God's eleotion the obligation is present, Por,
when God elecls man, this is because he wills something with
hime The divine election is the determination of mon to the
pardtnership in the covenant with God, to the service of BGad,
. . 1 v osa s .
to heing a witness of God's own glory , and it is exactly from
this determination throughk the divine election that man's’
obligation can be devived. This is elearly how Bagth thinks,
*the eleciion itself and as such demands that it
be untdersteod as God's command directed to many as
the sanctification oy clalwming which comes to elecled
man from the electing God in the faet that when God

turng to hipm and glives Iwsell to him Hoe becomes his
Commandap? .

Therefore Barth can say that "ihe evangelical indlcative ee0
£ > » 3 - A \ »
begomes itself an impervativd’, which is why the Lav ecan be
. o \ Iy
regarded simply as bthe form of the fespel’,
fnovloedge of God is, as o vesulbt of thig, inseparable
Erow an awvereness of obligation, the oanly real obligation.
"For who can possibly see vhet it is meant by
the hnowledge of God, llig divine being, His divine
perfections, the election of Hig graece, without an
avareness at every point of the demend which is puatb

to wan by the faet that this God is his God, the
God of man?"d

1.  Cf. Ibidem p.510(565),
2. Thidem; pe512(567)

5o  ibidenm.

ho  Xbidem. pe5il (567)

5.  Ibidem. p.512 (568)
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Atill another way of saying this ig to say that "the
grace of fod ig the enswewr Ho the ethical prchlem“ia
Viewed that way, i.e. glarting with the grace of Ged,
it tarns out that the ethieal gquestion is, after all, o guestion
about the being of wman. [For man to oxist is to stand under
the conmand of God's grace.

vt [the ethicel question] is his life-—question,
the gquestion by whose answer he stands or falls. "Te be,
or net to bhe, that is the question.' VWhy? lecanse
with ite answer theve is put dnte effeet the decision
of +the powver which digposes absolutely of his existence
or non-existence, the power of Ged, PFar it ig the
electing grace of God which hes ploced man under Hig
command from all eternity. Whe command of Ged is
therefore the truth from which « whether he knows and
wants to know or not « man devives, and which he will
not evode,"s

And Barth makes it quite explieit that on his theory the
guestion aboul vwhat we onght to do is a question about knovledge.

"Ie aska eiter Lruth, bub not the truth that we
speelk, but the divine truth that seeks ug, the truth of
the divine command that desives us and demands us énd
binds ug and commidts ug, +the trudth thet we must lvow
beeange it is the yule and nerm of our conduci. ves WE
ask concorning what we ought te do,"3:

Lo Ibidem. p.516 {571).
20  Ibidem ., p.516 (572)

e Lbidem, p.0h9 {782},
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Barth's theory can, ¥rom p philesophical point of view,

only be deseribed as a tognilivisl theory, and ne one vhich

alao goes against Lhe lhearics of the iptuitionisis and of
Kant, hy its ideatification of the “nghﬁ"bwith the truth of
tod's grace and command,

We have net here been concerned with a discussion of
the views of Hari Harth ig peneral , or with o eriticism of
his view of theological ethics in pﬁxtiﬁularql Our main
intention has been to show, a8 we think we have ﬂﬂﬂﬁ; thatl even
a theolopgleal ethié on ¥arl Barth®s torms denies, implicitly at
leant, bhe validity of the fact-and-value separation.Qf his
theory, as much as of {he theories of theological othies which
see the ethienl dewand as somehow devi®able from the being of
man; or From the facts of his exigbence in the world, is it true
that the pesaibility of speaking about fact npd value as o unity
is its conditio sine qua nen.

I we turn to the writings of jwdl Prwmer, wmainly his

« . - 2 - .
impoviawt "fhe Divine Imperative™, we will find that,

j The main point where we would differ fyom his is in hig
Linkdng necesparily together knowledge of God's commond
and the revelation in Christ.

Zo  (f. above, p.07. . s
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with regard to our problem, he vepresents the same view as
Karl darth does, and heve he ig faithful to their cowmnon
dinlectical theolopgy, despite the fact that later their ways
come to part with regard to the understanding of man and hin
relation to God,

There is, hovever, a significaniy difference in the woy
the twe writers approach the problem of cibies. Barth will
base hig cviticism of philosophical ethics on explicitly
theological prewmigsea only, %o Prunmer, on the other hand,
tries to diseuwss the various ftypes of philosoephical ethics on
theixr own presuppositions, siming at a phenomenological
anglysis of the immanental ethical self-undergtonding. He
tries to show the inmoluble dilemmn they »wn into, as long as
they hnew nothing of a transcendence as the enly possible gource
of an absslute obligation, while K. Harth would postulate thig
connection hetween God's commend and the ethical obligation as
the starting point for his discussion,

In the histexy of philosophical ethies we can, Prunner
thinks, distibpguish {two main types of ethies, the natursligtie
and the idealistic. Nobtursaligm finds the basis of ethice in
pleasure and happiness, vhile idealiesm in ethics finds it in
duty as such, and the peak of the deonclogical ethics of idealism

is the formal ethics of Xant, Irunneyr holdse.
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There are, however, instances of antbempis to harnonize
the twe types of ethices. He, for example, in the Arvistotelian
ethios, which ig bullt on the principle of cudaimonism, butb
which relates this to the realization of the human, which is
then eonceived of as a duty.

Pat these attempis rveally represent a logical leap,
Drunner thinks. For "no sense of obligation can he evelved

from the actual consgtitition of humenity without some logical
sharp practice, It is imydgsihie to dofine vhat man ought teo
be from that which he actunlly iﬁ“.l
The same fallacy lies at the root of the go-called
mmaterial value ethiesg".  From the faet that certain things have
a capaecity for being regarded as valuable by men there connot be
devived any "oughi® or a duty o pursue thege thimgs., This
holds true, Brunner says, no matter whether the valunes ave
congidered as plveical, or as gpivitual "entities" vhich confer
value on the cmpirical object. ?h&t'they are "valuesg", meons

that they are of sueh a kind that they cun be desired, but it

P - £ o E 2 2
Ydoes notb establish their ethical and normaitive chavasetery .

1o Opecit,, puh0(26), . « .

LA QAT e

8. Ibidem , p.h2 (28).
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Hot even Kont managed to aveid the surreptitious
procedure of ﬁﬁnggling endaimonism inte his notion of the
cathegorical imperative, in order to bridge the gap hetween
the absolute duby and the mattevrs of this werld, This ig the
peint in Brnnnér'm discussion where he elinches watters with the
rueh quoted vewavks: “ihe iwperative "Thoun shalt® is a stranger
in this world, it has nething to do with thinge as they actually
are.“l

L8 Js important that it was Hant who was Forced to make
this False move, he, who has thought more clearly than anybedy
elge about the ethical problem. TFox this shows that the
dilemma of ethies is not the dilemma of confused thiﬁkera only,

but rather a sign of the basic insolubility of the ethiocal

problem on an imwmonental philogophical hosipe

The dilemsa ia not the dilemma of philosophical ethics
gone aptray, but the necessary end-rvesult of philosephical
ethicel veflection, as we can learn from the history of thip

thinking.

1, JYbidem, pe28 (34}, as quoted above, p.67 .
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"Thyough philogephical reflection the situation
has beceme, in the full sense of the wovd, hopelesaly
contradictory".

it is evident ihat Brupner's discussion so far heavs a
cloger resemblance to the discussion of fact and - value in
analytical philosophy than does Barilt's diseussion of the
subject, What Urunner says in the negative he claims to be
saying on the basis of a philosophical analysis, and although it
is noet the logical analysls of analytical philosephy, it couldd
8till boe seid that it is the logic of ethidoes wvhich is expressed
in the ethieal problem as Urunmer seeg it

But when it comes to Brumner's statement of his positive
view it becomes cleayr thal he ig veally of the same opinien as
kaxl linvth, and that his argoment i the gemo.

Por it is only reovealed religion which can solve the ethical

problems That this is the solution is not something that
phenomenological analysis con gee, but only faith.
This is not, however, because faith overlooks ithe problem.

Paith really sces the dilewma, hut it sees the way through it.

1, Ibidem. pehth (29).
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“Thue in FYaith there liee an 'understonding'! of
these antltheses which also sums them up in one, with an
intensity vhich busan powers could never attain, and
faith possesses a solution of that one single conbrne
dietion, which, becavse it is geen and feld in all its
paintul urgency, is no longer a matter of theory, but a
watt e of 1ife and death; it is pevceived 'existentially?,
that ie, it is seen te be an act of humanity as a whole,
and, ag such, it ean only be vaneved by an aet of God ag
8 whole, which affects humanity as a Wﬁale,“l

Thug Sthe answer of TFaith to the ethical problem is the Word
Y 2 . .
of Hin snd Grace" , That is the answer which

Y"raemoves bhoge antithesgses which entangle *metural’
morality and ethics, an answey in which the question of
morality is sgeen in ils purdity - that is, free from
‘gacred? and ritwal iveationality - and is yet prounded
in something which is highex than human reason; an
answer in which the Good is boih inm the highesi scnse
human, and yet in the bhipghest sense Pivine; an answver
in vhich the conflict between the eumpty bul puve form of
the conmand and ite eoncrete but impure ebhical content

-

18 ended eee"? .

Therefore Brunner can point to "juestificalion by grace alone

- E o] % : s !-g
as the removal of the contradicéion and the foundation of the GoodV,

He pgrees with Darth that ethies can be rightly reépresented only ag

Wi

part of dogmaties.

ve

1. Xbidem,, pe52 (37)
#o  Ibidem., p.52 (37)
e  Abhidem, pe51 {36)

e Xhidem, pe6s

5  Ihidem, p.89
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t is in accordance with ihis view thal Brunner, after

=

havipg exposed phenoimsnologically the insoluble problem of
ebtliics in the philesophical cenbext, makes an entirely new'atart.l

Yer 1b is God's coumand, given in reveletion and knnwn‘iﬁ
faith, which ig bhe stapling-peint for Christian ethics, ilhe
only possible form of ethics.

Thug 4% ie elear that, in the ond, Hrusner, {oo, is bound teo
bave to reject the speperaiien of Toect and valune,

Lt might well be that the "thou shalt® ls a strsnger in thig
world.  Bui then it is in this world, the werld seon from a
purely imwmanental point of viev.

In the other worlid, that is the world whiech has broken into
this one in God's revelation, it is certeinly not & siranger.

On bhe contravy, that isg whevre the "Thou shalt” comes from. It
is based on the weality of God, on the facts of his words and
actions, and is, in a way, identical with thege,.

It is spumwed up quite clearly in frvnner's own definition

of Christian ethies as "the science of huwan conduet as it ig

£
§E°

determuined by NMvine conduct,.'

i, In the transitioen from Section I to =Section II of hiz book.

2. Ibidem., pe86 (73)

[ )
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That a standpoint like Harthie and Brunner's demands a
rejection of ithe facl and value separation is vealized hy
Torsten Bohlin, whose vwork is worth mentioning in the conelunsion

. . ‘ 1
of this chapler.

Bohlin states his main thesig in a woy which, in the
relovant aspects, seunds very neer Ho vhat Barth and Dronner ave
sayings

¥If it is possible at all to esteblich a genervally
valid Yfhou shalt' then it is only on the condition that
an essential connection between ethiee and veligion is
recognizaed, That must mean; The belief in the
vevelation fowme the basic condition, without which neithew
ethics nor religion eould be established or last t2

And he realizes that this means to hese Lhe geneval "Thou

shalt" on a "transcendent reality ce.o ip whieh there ig both value
and being.”
The impertant thing te notice heve is that Bohlin does neovw

assert his on theolesical grounds hut on legienl:

*From & logical point of wview the gueation aboul the
validity of the moral {oblipation) is relentlessly forced
back on this ol ternative: either there ip manifosted in the

1o Tohlin's two mosi luportant centribuiiens to the discussion
of the relation between philesophical and theolopicel ethies
ave "Das Grundproblem der Dithile, Uber Ithil und Glaube” (The
hasic problien of ethics, Un obldies and faith), Uppsala 1923,
hereuftor reforred to as Godele, syl "Litikens upppifl och
huvadfommer® {The tosk of othics, and its main feyms), an eseay
in the vearbook of Abe Academy, 1925, hercalter referred to as Feoue

ge gadgﬁa,, }:}Q?e

L?

o Abidem, pe399
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gongeiongness of the unconditionnl moral obligatlon cee,

with more or less clardty, an over-worldly will, which,

by virtue of its own essential determinatien, has the

right to be regarded as valid for every man, ov ¢lse this

religiong=-netaphyaicol will, the existenco of which is

demanded by our thought, is nething but an illusion; buw
in that case 2ll talk of a woral obligation is inwvalid

and meaninglengewl

Bohlin maintadins thot thie aliernative i somethipg which
philosophical ethics must envisage:; it ig an insight to wvhich
veason 1tgelf leads ug. That is to say, veason, when confronted
with the problem of the basis of movel ebligation, demmds o
solutien whick entnlls presuppozitions which fall ontside the

o o 2
gphere of +the rational,

Ov, i7 one decdldes for the latter part of the alternative and
cealls any thouvght of a transcendent will an illusion, then there
is no moral oblipation possible, at least not in gueh a woy that
we esn have a really novimntvive ethics.

This is what comes out of ee.g. &, Higersivbw's theory,
Bohlin helds. Mgersirim shows very e¢learly what the nceessary
congequences are of bullding an ethieal theoxy on a purely

3

immanental basis, Fihdeal judgements hocome enly suhjective

emotive evaluwations, and ethical theory csmmot be nermative,

i, Eeuo, 134»96
e &iﬁ@ﬁio, 13093

o Galelle, o182
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Thus Wohlin has seen that itheological ethics, as he coneeiven
of it, implics a theory of the unity of value and being in the
transcendent veality, which ie God,

Bt still he has net got the full undersianding of the nature
of the confliet between Lis view andthe form of analytie
philesophical ethical theory whieh confronts him, i.e. Udgergtvmts
emotiviems. Hohlin apparently thinke, ae do Vavih and Brunner in
their way, that bthe pfﬁhlem of the basis of mowral obligation is
aolved, once we stop confining ourselves to, or building on, the
facts of the Ymmanenece and gtart fvom the postulation of certain

Facts about a transcendonce, i.ce God,

in fact, it is equally difficult, according to the analylieal
philosophers, to hridge the gep between foet and wvalue in the
trangcendent realm as it is in this world.

If we are to teke pewiously the problem ereated by the theory
of the pgan hetween fact and value, we need Lo ask, as we gliall
attempt.  to do in the following chapters, why it is that ve connot
separote walune fyom heing in our knowledpe of God, and, positively,
hoy value and béing are united in Gods, We also have to aslk wvhether
it is ondy pessible bo concecive of faetl and value as united in the
transcendent reality, and of theeologieal ethies as the only possible

normative ethics, as e.ge llohiin does.
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3o lmotivism and theological ethies in the view of Guaner Hillerdal,

There are not mony examples of theologians who have iried
explicitly te bring bthe analytic philosophical conception of
thie mesning of ethical langvage to hesr on the understonding of
theological ethics with its disitinet preguppeaitianm,

One attempt, however, is made by Gunoar Hillevdal in his

"loologiak peh filosefisk ebilk®{Theelogical ond philosophieal

ethien), 1958,

This work is an account of the reletion between various fovms
of philosophical and theolegical ethiecs throughout the history of
ethies, and Hillerdnl's discussion of the cthieal theory of the
analytic philesophical tradition oeceupies only a small space in
this contexb, But it is all ihe wmore important, and servea teo
bring out guite elearly what the consequences ave of tyying to
understand theological ethics in terms of this theory. Hew faw
the consequences are really faced by the awthor is another
guestion.

Agcording bo Hillexdel the theory of the mespiang of ethieal
language generally bheld in Swedish and Angleo-Raxon philosophy
is o modiflicd form of the so-called "emotive valune theozy®,

One might want to dispnte the adequagy of this account, even
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congidering that it was written 10 years ago, but we do net
think that Hillerdal's limitation of the discussion to emotivism
really affeets its usefulness for throwing light on the general
"fact and valueY problem in its relatien to theologieal elhies.
Paxrt of the conclusion of Hillerdal's siudy is that
theological ethics should be confronted with all kin&a of
philosophical ethies which make their influence f21% at the time.
This does net mean that theology should decide which ig the
*rightY philosophieal ethic, HNeither does it mean that theelogical
ethics should decide what kind of philesophical ethics corresponds
bost to theelogical ethics.
The confrontailon shonld not at all aim ot passiog sny
Jjudgement on philosephical ethics, but enly at bringing a cleaver

understanding of theological elhico itsels, It should do this by

taking the various types of philosophical ethics as they are, and
i - t"’ro A £ . Iy
find out vhere the differ Irvem theclogical ethics, apd, on the
other hand, where they could be regavded as corrvespending to or asg
being complementary to each other.

And it vould seem that Hillerdal conceives of the ethieal
analysis of emotivism ns belng in a sense complementary te the

investigotions of theelogiecal ethies itself,
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S0 that theological ethles can bappily aecept it as & kind
of meta-ethies, by wmeans of which it can geb an undevstanding of
the peneral characteristics of ite own language.

Hillerdal understands the emetivisi theory as follows:
fvery oveluation is, in the last resort, based on an emotion.
The oviginal, suwthentle evaluation is, therefove, not verifiable,
as theoreticel glatements are. It is neither true nox false.

But, although value principles ultimately rest on emotive
evaluations, they ean gtill be deserlibed and systematimed.
Ethical judgements can, therefore, he said to have a desevipiive
function, in the sense that they refer to a system of values whieh
itself is aceepled emotively.

Within the framework of tho emotive theory it is gquite possible,
Hillerdal holds, to stress the deseriptive reference of value
judpemento algoe in anothey senmes

Although the evaluation has an gffective hagis, it has also a

point of veference in some thing or some utiterance of a theoretical

and, thereby, verifiable eharacterl.

1. Cie _gﬁeﬁiiﬁlz Ptggﬁo. m’ '
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This view is in effect similar to NM. Hare's somewhai
clearer theory about the "primaryY evalvative meaning of value
Judpements and their “secondary® deseriptive meaning, the latter
referving to some factual state of afifeirs, which forms the
gpeaker's rensen for making the value judgement, but which ié no
logieal reason for it,

. ]

As Hillewdal conceives of theologieal ethies it is, hriefly

put, the continuens actualization, in the changing historicsl
pituations, of the evalvations of the New Testament.

Thevefore the first question would seem to he a guestion abeut
the wmeaning of the walue judgewments to bhe Fonnd in the Hew
Testament and, since Hillerdal wants to investigate the ethieal
Judgewonts of the New Testement on the basis of the general theory
of ethical language offeved hy emotiviem, his explicit question is:
“What ave the conscquences of the emotive theory for New Testawsnt
ethies?"

There ig no reason why one should object to emotiviem from a
theological point of view, Hillerdal maintains. First, one must
noth he mislead by the bexm Y"value nihilism", when this is applied

T, 2 3 s . ! ‘ » 3 *
to emotiviam. Vor in no cage is there a question of & “practienl®

1. Xbidem., K .,

2 The tewrm "wvalue nihilism® perhaps more Iegquently used in the
scandinavian than in the Angdo-Saxon content.
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value nihiligm, by whieh Hillexdal apparecatly means an atiitude
whish does not place value on anything in life. It is “only®
& question of a theowry about the velotion of othienl judgements
Ho theoretical statemento. |

Secondly, and that is the most important peint, it is guite
possible en the cwobiviat forsmla to account for all the muin
elemente of New T@aﬁaﬁent ethics.

For it is clear, Hillerdal holds, that the basgie evaluations
to be found in the New Testament express an affective engagemeni,
Bub it is also elear thot in some sense the ﬁmatieniex@rems@ﬁ in
thoe evaluations hag a basis whieh ig of a theorciical character,

Here the same applies, as applies o faith in goneral.
Although faith is feeling and will, it is also based on a hknowledge
of certain facts, It holds eertain clements of theorvetically
undergtondable proelamation te be true.

New Testament ethics, which ig hased om Ffaith, in its turn
refers to these facts and (theeretieal) convictions.

The facts in guestion awe partly of a historieal chavrascter,
Cefe that Jesus did some %am&wkable things, and that he showed
himself 4o many as rigen sgain after his death, But fivset of all
the facts reﬁr@sent a theoretiecal interpretation of the higierical

event, thatv Jewws was the Messiah promised through the prophets.
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The prwclamatidn of the MNew Testament ig both teaching and
admonition to believe what has thus been tmugh{ to he tvrua,

Aund - here ethics comes into the pieture -« the proclamation
ia an exherdation to &rawjtha consequences of these historical
facts, thereh& engaging the whole of the person. In connection
with this exhoritation the Mew Testamsnl prociamation also

presents us with a deseriplion of these consequences, in that it

pictares a cevitadn kind of life vhich is worthy of the Gospel of
Christ, il.e. of the nov Christerenlity.

To try and sinplify the somevhat confusing pietlure presented
hy Hillerdal's acconnt of the ethies of the Vew Testament:

The velue judgemenig in the New Testament ave gffective, lL.c.
they are built on emobiensy and as.such they have a vecommending
function {the terms ave Hillerdal's).

et they have also a desceriptive function, and thal in a
double sense, Firvst, %ﬁey refer to events and intewpretetions
of these events in a theoretiecally formulated proeclamation and,
secondly, they describe a cerisin mode of conduet which ig
expressed in the recommendations, i.¢, they describe the
conseguences which bhe spealiers in the New Testament (presuwmmbly
ineluding Jesus himsclf) think shonld be drawn from the facta

referred Lo
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hia, of conrse, seems bto £it extremely well the emotiviat
theory, and, with a cevtain adjustment of ithe terminelepy, any of
the analytic philosophical theories of ethics.

Buh one may deubt whether Hillewdal has fully realizmod vhat he
has thereby committed himself to saying.

Hig acceptonce of the emgtivist theovy as a possible hasis
for an account of the meaning of theelegical ethics necessarily
implies the adwission that in the end there is no other comnection
between the Christ events, with their theovehical implicationa,
and the @ﬁhical consequences drawn ffﬂ% them in the Now Testement,
than the emotions of the speakers in gueation.

It imnlies fuxther that theve ig, basically, no other conmnection
between the consequences drawn by the speakers in the New Testonment,
ie2o thelr evaluative §u@gémeﬂ%m, and my eothieal judgements when X
accept these conscguences, thau the pure coincidence of identienl,
or similar, emobional reactiong to certain faels.

it is Gf eonrse deeisive that the similavity or identity of
these emotlonnl reactions is, strictly spesking, a coincidence, no
matter how frequent its oceurvenece wmight be. If it were net sk,
ie9. 1f it could he said to he in some sense neceessaxy, this would

have been the same as saying that there was a necessary cennection

hetween certain feocts and our emotional wreactions to them, i.2.
2
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hotween facts and value judgements, which would have been divectly
contrary to the emetivist theoxy.
It would fuorther have implied that the very emotions which
form the ultinate dbasis of valuwe judgements could have a copgnitive
fune tion, bthal they were a kind of experience through vhioh we
conld obtain keovledge. To hold this would have meant to vejeet
generally the fact-ond-veiue sepavation, and to assert an altogether
different theory abeut the velation hetween evaluation and lnovledge.
I+ should be made elear that the peint ab issue in the emetive

theory is not so mmch the guestion of whether evaluations ave based

on emotions, or expreasions of thew, as the guestion of whether
these emotions are legieally separated from cegnition, so that there
is ne necessary connection helween them and stotements of facte.

We cannot, of course, deny Hillerdal the »ight to advecate a
theory about theological ethies, which rests content with elaiming
that it expresses emotionally based vecommendations, together with
relerences 40 cerifin non-evaluastime facts of one kind or anothor,

But we seriously want to dispute that his accownt does justice
to theologieal ethics in any of its main historiceal Towrms, ineludiﬂg

the ethies of the Now Testament.
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¥or one thing, it would sewmm that the facts which FHew
Teatament ethies refers to, accowding to Hillerdal, i.c. that
Jepun is Mesglah, and even bhe events of Jesus® life themselvesn
more than any other “factg", are faets pot to be separated from
their value, and nov to be siated apart fyom an evaluwalion of thame.
So that in the covents of the MNew Testament fact and value ig
inseparable.

wt even supposing that such a theovetical, "non-evaluatige®
stoteoment of these facls is possible, it is renlly inconceivable
how Hhe evsluations of the New Testament wrilers and theirp
suceccessors as theologieal ethicists can be considered to he just

degeribine cevtain foacts and then 1o be deperibing a ceriain mode

of conduet which they yecommend as worthy of these facts.

When they describe conduct worthy of ithe Uospel of Chwiet,
they certainly intend to make an ovaluailon which is more than
their personal vecommendation, and which, althoupgh it reguives
ny apprehengion and acceplance, is not dependent on my emotional

aceceptance to become un obligation for me.
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e The hasis for the legleal separation of foet and valee in

jtelds Bare's theory.

To outline the position at the present stage of owr inguiry:
We have seen that the fundowmenbal aspect of LM, Hare’s account
of moral language is the meivtaining of a non~cognitivist theory
abaut its natures

The non=cognitivisi theory ef ebthics holds that it is net the
function of moral language to convey hoowledge of any kind, o.go
of somcalled "moral values®, but Lo perform some other Lunction,
in Here's opinion, o prescvibe nectionse Only in o secondary,
nonwgvaluvative capaclty can meral longuage he said to he
informative,

The implication of this ds that it iz 2 misinke to think that
Judgements about what one ought to deo sland in any relation of
logieal infercnce to statements about facts, abent *what igh,

That is te say, factual statements are logleally separated from
evaluntive judgements,

The theory of such a logicnl separateness le common to all
the ethieal writers of the movement we have loosely called

Yanelytical philesophy", although 1t neced not necessarily be
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nonwcognitivigtic. The theory of values as undefinable none
paturnl properties leads to a similar theory with vegard te ihe
logical character of moral langnage.

A study of various types of theolegiesl ethics bas disclesed
vhat if the claim of H.M. Hare and others to have given a true
aeeountt of the basic structure of moral lanpunge is justifiled,
this means #hat it will net be pessible any longer to give a
soerious meaning to theolopieal ethics.

This incompatibility of theolopgieal ethies with a theory
like H.Mo, Hare's i not, of course, in itzeld any argoment foy ov
ageinet the latier (although our discussgion of theological ethies
80 Far might hove indicated some pessible alierpatives to Have's
view)e Bat it certainly adds intevest to the oloser siudy of
Hare's theery which we think is ealled for. Vhat is needed ig in
the first place an imternal eriticisnm of his analysise

On what basis, then, does lare hold that the pein feature of
moral language is bthe logical independence of valwnes from facte?
This question mgpng that the mein tashk which lies before us i to
takic a elaser look et Have's wvery conception of a “logie of moyal
language s  What dees it mean to say thet theve is a ceriain

Ingical strucinwve of wmoral languape? Is it a question of a
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contingent use of language, of how moral language happeng to be
uged, either somebimes, moestly or always? In other words of
the aetual uvse of words? Or ia it in seome sense o question of
an a priori leglc, of a logicel struciure which wmoral langunge
has by necessity?

If the latvter is the case, vhat ave the grounds for holding
that moeral langunge mugt bhave a certain logical structure?

No matter what the answver will be to these guestions, they
are in Fact questions whiech will be seen to invelve a discussion
of the bhasic principleg of linguigtic philosophy, neot only with
vegard to moral philosophy, but to philosophy as & whole,

It is, to begin with, quite c¢lear, that the logical structure
of moral language is something which is actually present in wmoral

langhage as it 15.1

1. As we have seen ecavlier the two main {edtuvres of the logical
structire of moral language is presgceriptivity and uvniversale
izability. Preseriptivity means that moval langunapge in its
purely moxal meaning preseribes, and does not give factual
inforxmation, hence the logieal independence of values from
facts. Universalizabilily means that in a meral judpement
there is alvays gomething which is preseribed, i.c. some
eharacterinties of buwan conduet, and this Ysomething” is
preseribed for all cases, ceteris paribus.

To bring the theses of preacviptivity and vniversalizebility
on one shoxt fermulas There can be no legical relation hetween
a statement of faet and a judgement of vnlue (prescribtivity),
but there gan he a leogieal relation between value judgements
(vniversalizability)e See Fall. pelto
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In the central passage from the Preface to Vreedom and
Feapon, which we have quoted eavlier, Hare speaks of hiz task as
that of "exposing the leogical structure of the langvage in which

this thought [namely abeut moral aquestions] ig expressed 1

{underlined by me).

In other paseages, too, lave sceems to olaim to be stoting
gomething empirical about the uge of language by exposing its
logical structure. For instance, ... it 18 neeessary net merely
to achicve an wnderstanding of the moval concepts, but to use this
understonding in oxder to give an aecouni of moral reasoning -

showing that moral srguments proceed as they do bheeause the logieal

eharacter of the concepts is vwhat i4% :m"g (underiined by me). . .

0f couxse, nothing is yel said about what it is that establishes
this use. L& it just people's conventions, or is it a logieal
necessity of some hind?

The result of the study of merval languapge, Hawe hopes, ig that
we shall be able to think better about meral guestions, vize by
understanding better vhat ve actunally are doing when we make mowval

Judgements,

1. ;h‘%h’ Pev e

2“ 1901109 p.zj:n
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Various past theories aboud morals have, apporently, confused
people's moral reasening, by misrepresenting what is actvally going
on in guch wveasoning. And the way to make ouvr thoughts about
moral guestiom eleaver and more efficient, ip to try and undorstend
correctly the moral eoﬁeépts, whick bove, up till now, been so
widely mi&nnd@rateed.l

It will be clear, however, that although Uave is spesking of
how moxal argummntl rogeeds, he is not msintaining that it alvayg
proceeds in » certain way, l.0. that the moral concepts ave used in
one way only.

Speaking of meaning in general he holds that the meéming of
an expression ip o involves the uge of it in accordance with

2 \ .
certain rules. This means, cvidently, that the meaning of the
noral tafma invelves, at least, that they are used in acecordunce

with the rales of prescriptivity and univorselizability.

1. The key to the problem is the sindy eof the concepts vhich have,
through being misunderstood, brought us intoe +this pewxplexlty
(viz. the seeming anbinomy heiween frecdom and reagaﬂg
Hefle Pe3e

e Faile })07.
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ut Hare does not want to be undevstood as “malizg out
be ) 1
language to wore inflexible than it ias%, Although he speaks
of yules debtermining the meanings of expressions, he still
accepts the aecount of language whieh lies behind the now ge
familiar terms Yopen texture" and “fawmily f@ﬂe@blancé“'aaﬁ.a.

liere eevininly thinks that the expressions ef lenpgunge aré
uged vexry tolerantly, and this in two ways. IFirst, the use of
the @xpréﬁsloaﬁ ean change, and secondly, theve can at one time
ke nany horder-line cases, l.e. n certain liherty in the way the
axprossions are uged.

The important thing, Have says, iz to refrain from talking
“advantage of the ¥lexibility of langvage in order to bhluw
philogophical issues™,  This must mean that he thinks there is a
certrin philosophical issue at stake below the level, so to speak,
of the aetual {lewxible use of languégﬁ. in other words, that there
is one certain leogical sbraecture in the use of language, though it
is in orvder that lorgnage ie not always tged in accordance with it

This view is, of ud&xs@, not s0 gLYange. If we are going to
spealk of a libexdy in the use of expressions, and not of anarchy,
there have to be some rules from whieh the use of expressions are

somatimes, oy in pome conneciions, “set free",

Lo Ialie pe7e
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What llare appears to he spealing about, is something that we
conld adequately call Ystandaxd enrrecﬁ'asﬁgﬂ", although he never
uges this expression. For on the one hand it ﬁﬁra& ont, OF B0 1%
seent, that the logical mwmles he is thinking ef, aaﬁ hé observed in
the actual use of language. Hy Yroles" he wmeans “that éﬂﬁﬁigteney
of praecivise in the use of an expression which is the condition of
its int&lligibility.“l

Teee, it is the use af woral 1&ngu&ge in society Have is
thinking of, His intention ig to give an account of the logic of
moxal language whieh wi11 "de justice to the morel longuage of a
society like ouy mm."2

On the other hand, this wish to give an account of gur moval
language, apd its likéa, dees not avise mevely fyrom a desire to
gtart with the task neavest at hand,

It comes, rether, from & certain ﬁreﬂ&renae for thalmoral
language of our soeiety. There scems 1o be semething in ouvw
secliety whieh brings eut, so to speak, the ultimate logical eharaeier
of moral langu&ge; Foxr the reagon why ouyw éceount mugt cover the
noval lenpuage of our society, is that it is a soeciety, “in which

3

gome people sometimes think aboul uwitimstie woral questions®,

1o Lolle pe7e
20 _;E;onp i }_303‘“ L]
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“Ultimate" means here probably just “ithat, beyond whieh we
cannot reach,® That is o say, Hare might Just mean that ouy
theory must eever the most extreme, or Xar-reaching éases,

The conbext in which these expressions occur, deserves closer
avtention. ‘

What ilore is discussiug here 38 the feature of our language
that it has Dboth "yr?marily“ and "secondarily® evalusntive words.
This point has been mentioned earlier in our thesis, bubt we have
not considered its implications from a eritieal peint of view,

To the first elass of wowds belong werds like “goed™, Lo the
socond "inﬁnﬁﬁriowa“,lhanest"s Yopurageons” 8.8.0.

The chavacteristic of a word of the labber class is that it
is primorily deseripitive. That is, 1% is deseribing a quality,

a way of hehaving, and enly secendorily placing e positive wvalue
upon this kind of hehaviour. The poritive evaluation which is
implied in the werds, is just a result ol the Fact that the soclety
in guegtion for o long time, or always, hag tonded to regard the
gquality which it dggcribesg a8 something positive.

Lot ve dmagine o soclety which possesses only such secondarily
evaluative wvords. fach a society could, or dees perhaps, exigh,
Its standards of evaluvation would be irvevecably fixed, Une could

not express disagieement with them, as long as one used its moral words.
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A1l ope could do in such a socicty {this meems to Tollow from
Have's views, although ho does not point it ent in this cennection)
ig perhaps Lo glop talking about wmoral guestions altag@tger, by
ceaging to usge the moral words of the soelety, and instead lvy do
express the deseriptive content by means of oilber words which have
no evaluative mean'ng at all. Thias is an lwmpertant conseguence of
the logical separation between facts and valneg, as flare sees i1,
and it is this pessibility of glating the deseviptive content of a
value wvord like Yeourageoua® in non=evaluailive terms, which is deubtful
YO us.

In this connestion, however, let it suifice. to try and omlyse
Hare's view in order fo find what is for him the basis of his
acocount of the logic of weoyal language. if we had had only
secondarily ovaluative woral wowvde, lilke those of the imagined
“eloged" socliety, the naturalists, as lave pictures them, would have
heen »ight in the account of moral language.

It would thon really be frue thal once we had established the
facts of the caze, the moral conclusion would follow hy iiself,
That iz, i1 wounld he just a wavier of bringing oul the wmeaning of
the words, of giving a verbal instyruction, I, for iunstsnce, we
had had only value wowxds of the same type as "nigger'. it would

have been impossible for us to protest against the standords hehind
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vecial diserimination. It would have been a nisunderstanding of
language.

It is of great importance to be quite clear abeui Hare's
reasons oy vefuting naturaliom in ethics, He is not saying that

naturalism is viony becauss it is untrne altogether, bud vather

1
because it is insult iciﬁnﬁe

That ig to say, nummrallsm is true, as far as it goes, but it
$ 5 § A

i -
is not general Qﬁﬂﬂﬁh to cover all the chLurga Whet is wrong is
that 14 presents the combinntion ﬂf descriptive meaning and
evaluntive meaning as n@cewsmxy, Lewe that it prefends that ite

account of moral language is 311 Lhat has to b@ %&Iﬂ abont Li.

.

+ e 2
e now, llave hol&q, this naturalistic account is not sdeguate.
Yor it is yuﬁaihle, with our Iangnageg to express the epinion that
the negro is an equal Lo the white man, and it in possible fo

place negative value on wife-beating (despibe the standavds of

society in the fifteenth en%ury)j

1o CE. ;L'.ii.. g)p.g(}f.

e It geems that the "nuturalistic fallaey®, foy Hare, is a resalt of

the inadeguacy of the naturalistic pleiure of the logical structure of

moral language.

Ge  Ufe Folle, po2he
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L we were confined to a value langunage of the “aigger" lype,

we could not have broken free of the sstablished standards,

"But fortunately we are net se confined, our language, a8 ve have it

[underlined by me} . - can he & vehicla for new iﬁease“l

It ig o matter of Faoct that Yin the real world standards of
hmman excellepneo ahnﬂgaa"z

This is, at least partly, bhocause we have o language with
primard ly evaluative worda, like "good" in iis ovdinary use.
These wowds can be used to reeommend diffevent, and opposite,
qualitieg. Thot ig, there is no necessary logieal commectiion
hetwoen the evaluative and the deseriptive meaning of these tevuse
(this is where the naturalist’s presentation of the case goes wrong.)

It is the legical independence of presceription fyom
deseription in words lile “good" whieh makes it pessible to express
disapproval of c.ge honesty and courage. It is guite possiblo to
ARy Cefie that honesty is bad", and there ig therefoye ne logical
inference=relgionship between the presepiptive and the descriptive

meaning of secondnyrily evalvaitive words either,

1¢ g;}ﬁog 90250

e Pelo 9 i}pﬁ}i}:‘a
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In & gum, il is & consequence of the logiec of moral langvage
that a moral questien is net o leglical question, bul » guestion of
synthetic wmoral prineiplec.

Thig logical inQE§end@nee of wvalune fvrom faet is, ag we have
seen, & featvre of languege "eas we have 14V, "in the real world®.

YThe gubstantive part of the preseviptivist thesis
is that there are preseripiive uses of these wordse. eee
Progeriptivien weuld be refuted if it could be shown that

we do not ever wse moval words in the way that I have
characterized as prescriptive“.

It is necessary to qualify this in e certain way. Harve
explicitly statesg that nething whatever in his argoment hangs upon
the "petual wese of words in common speech', This might sound a Lit
surprising, bat should probably he explained in the following ways

Have ig desceribing the use of language in a way that would be
true, no mabtter vhat Sounds people would wae te ewxpross theiy
concephs,

Making a compavison, Have holds that it would not make any
real difference for mathematics if a2 person said that five plus six
aye a dozen, granted that the pevson in guestion siuply used “a

dozen" to mean "eleven®, In the seme way it would not matter if

L Fpﬂv%, pog‘!ﬁo

Ze }?o.ﬁgg p;?ﬁ.
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peeple changed thely expressions and sbaried using "had" {or

e

Horeen” for that watter) instead of YgoodY, or any other sound
i z:a § oF

instead of “oupht" (ihesc examples avre not Nare's).

"There is, however, something which I, at any rate,
cugtomarily express by the mound ‘ought', whose
character is correctly deserd bed by saying that it is a
anivergal oxr univergalizable preseription, I hope that
what I customaarily express by the sowyd *oupht® ie the same
as wvhat most people customiarily express hy ity buwt if X
am mistaken in thi. assvmption, I shall still have given a
correct account, soe Jar as X am able, of ithat whiceh I
express by this sounds Heverthelegs, this aceount will
interest other people wainly in se far as my hope that
vhey understand ithe same thing as I do by tought® is
tulfillied, and sinece ¥ am modeyately suve that this is
indeed the case with many people, I hope that I ney he of
use Lo them in elucidating the logieal properties of the
concept whick they thus express".t

The erucial stetement here is evidently “there is something',
Ithis something being the moyal cencept, whieh Hare, for one,
expresses by the sound “eught¥,

I# we understand lare correcily we could say that by “the
Jogical properties of the mornl vworxds he does not mean that the
actunl seunds have any logieal propevties., e means, rolher,
“the logical propexties of the wmoval coneepts', This is dwplied
in the paesages "Fthical theory, which determines the meanings

and funections of the moral words, and thus the 'rales® of the

sty

1 o i:&;ﬁj;&, Bide ‘3}{}1? e



115

moral ¥pame?®, provides only a clarifieation of ithe conceptual
framework within vhich moral veasoening tokes placﬁ".l

It is vhus probable that Have weuld sgree with the undevstanding
of logic which says that it deals with the velation belween
coneephs,

This must still, bowever, be undevstood as an account of
language as it ig.

In terms of the argument ageinst the naturelist, it means
that it is the eemncepiual apparatus, with vhieh he is denling,
which ig inadequate for an account of moral language.

it is vather bthat theve is this concept ®ought'
wvhich we have all learnt the use of {though perhaps
less=developed eultures have not), and, having it, we
are able to distinguish it Trom other conmcepts (as,
also, we can distinpuish the concept of adding from that
of subtraction), and thus to tell whem we ave having a
digpute aboult what one ought to do, and vhen we arve
having some other kind of dispuie. VWe are thevefove
able 4o point out to the naturalist that, though he is
entitled 1o use his concepis, the mere existence of ouwas
opens up a field of dispute moxve general than they can
express, and ene with whieh the moral philoesopher is
called upon to denl, Wt wvhich is onteide the scope of
o noturalist moral philo&ayhy“.g

i, F.B@gw p.%‘}a
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Hare elaims to get the betior ef the naturalist because
his (i‘&. Haé@'ﬁ} langurege is general cnough to deal with what
the naturelist wvants to eay, and algd with other cyucial moral
problems with which the paturelist cannot deal,

"Pow our languege admits of descriptive tovus

(as vequired by the maturalist); bub it inciudes also

evaluative tesms, in our sense (i.e. universally

preseripitive terma), vhich he cannot admit, but which

are required in owrder o express things that we say%,

this wnderlines furither the understanding that Have's
deseriphbion of language is simply a deseviption of "thinge that
we say.

But could we go furiher and agk why it is that we say the
things that we say?

We shall sec that this seems to he a perfectly pussihle, and
velid, question according to MHave's viev, and the consideration
of hic theory from this peint of view shows uws a line of thought
of his, which is very intevesting vhen teken together with vhat
he says about the aectual characier of moxal language.

Hare is (this is made clear at leasth frem the beginning of
Freedom and Reamen) able to say why moral language has the legical

character he has shown it to have.

1. F.}%g, "ﬂtgm - @



Though it hoas seemed, from Have's account, that it ig
logical independence of values from facts which leaves the
possibility open for a free cholee of mowal prineiples, it
actually rather the other way round. It is man's frecdom
whieh gives moxal lapguage the character it has.

Indeed, the stavting point of Freedom and Reason is a

cription of a moval agent's inbrospeetion. When a person
!
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the

faced with o serious moral preoblem, lare says, he "hkoows that

L3 * * 1
it ieo his own problem, and that nobody ean answer it for him%.

He himgelf has to answer it.

"I{f anyone were o suggest bthat the answer must he
ouch and such, beesuse everybhody soys so - or that, even,
he would bhe abusing the ¥nglish lavguage if he gave any

other answer ~ he will, if¥ he undersiands what merxal
quesbions are, feel ithait to accept these sugpestions
would be to accept a diminution of his own freedom,.

oy

ong o¥f the most imperitant ponsiituents of our freedom, asg

moral agents, is the freedon to form eur own opinions
about moral questions, even if that involves changing
» i
Langnag@“qg

ony

b is not so ensy to say definitely what it means in this

connection that we ave free to change our langnage, Noea

it

mean thet we are free to change some secondary fealures, ag it

worae, of e.g. conbtemporary 'hnglish according to a certain

X Foﬁo, ﬁoi;

Se '3*13;3,, L P?oli‘o
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underlying structuwre of this sawe langnage, oy does it menn that
we are free to creete a wniversally prescviptive language, oven
if such a language did wot exist wp 4ill now?

It ip most likely that it ig something like the fivet
suggoesvion Hare has in wind. Another aguestion ie, as we sghall
see, whether Have's view does not in the end point more towards
the alternative sugpestion,

Toy a person whe recognizes himgelf as o free moval agent,
in Ylere'’s sense, has not just discovered seme feature of language.
He hag discovered some fundamental feoture of his ewn situation,
as man, whieh is prior to language as a tool for expressing thig
froedom,

Hare makes this quite plaing

"ooe I shall ask what it is about our human situatbion

whtioh gives vise to the need for a lanpuage io which

preseviptive judgements {(among them moral judgements)

con be cxprepsed.tl

Thie means asking about the "reasons , in cur situation as men,
for having a set of terms with this f@aﬁure"ag

The answer iz indicabed briefly in the following passages:

1o Kolles Pobe

el
°
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Teoe it in becaunse we pre free agents that we need 1o
ask prescriptive guestions®l,

Yeee only those who are free to think and set need a
preseriptive languagev?,

That is te say, the legie is o conseguence of the faeh:

"My aim is .o (that of} showibg how the fget of
moval freedem is what glves woral longuage one of its
charvactevistic logical prepertles; it is beesuse we
have to meke decisions thal we have use foxr this sord
of lenpguagevld .  (underlined hy me ), .

Language vould probably have had eother legical features if
it had pet been the lenguage of wen. |

Compare eefe. bthe situation of men with that of sltones
(this exouple im Nare's own)e Granted thot stones haérthe
faculty to talk, they would be comtent with having o 1&n§mag& in
which they ecould describe their envivenwent, They would not
requirve auy preseriptive language. VWhevoas we.ar& in o very

different position, being seling bodies., VWe reguive o preseriphbive

ln g;}:io, p.én
g‘ﬁo ;i’}{"’w’ ¥ ]‘0::‘3::
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language becavse we "have to make cholees and deciziens ohoud
“1
what to doe.
This is where Hare's discussion of the free will problem
comes in, that wvhieh gets iis answer in the slogan "Yought®
implies ‘ean®®.

"It dg beeause 1 gap act in this way ov that, that
I ask, *Shall ¥ act in this way or that'"2,

That ig to say, If the huwen situation were net of &
certain kind, ®Tought® - guoestions would never have arigen.

The sense in which Yought" implies "ean®, Hare says, is
nok that of a logical entai lwent, but of o weaker kind, like that
between the statement "The King of Frapee i wise®™ and the

statement YThere is a Hipg of France", lUnless there were a

1e 2&3‘:@;&9 Eﬁogj:&.o

Hare makeg a gqualification, however, of the stotement that
talldng sbtones would net need a presexiptive language,

They would not need it, "except in se for as even balling
is an activity which can be done wight or wrong, well or
i11%,  ‘fhis recopnition of the fact that there ean he a
guestion of how one onght to talk, im impowvdtant. Is

there also something preseriptive in the way we talk about
language, f.¢. also in the way Hare analyses moral langnage?

2 ° Ihidemy . »
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King of France the question abeut his wisdom would never arise.i

i, thevefors, nalve determinism had been true we would not
have &&ke@ "ﬁught“mqueﬁtion&, as lare understands them. By
“nofve determiniom” Mare weans a kind of determinism wﬁichiaayg
YALY dis greﬁictablwg therpfore marél Judgenents ave out of
plaﬁe".z' |

That moxal juﬂg&maﬁtg‘aré oul of plece wmust mean fﬂmﬁ it
doees not matter whnt'wa decide to do. Tﬁia is eleaxly wrong,
Haxe apparen@ly thinks, for even if we could prediet a man's
choice of bebaviour, his choice would still be port-determinant
of his consegnent bebaviouw.

Consider an exomples

If 1 am drivenr by o gele towoards the coast of ¥France it
really dees not matiber vhether I ask the guestion "(ught I 1o
land in France?® My answer to the question would net have
anything at all to do with the landing in France, i.e, it would
nobt influence the faet that I am going to land in France,

Bat if I am a cashier contemplating taking wmoney from the

i1k, my baking or nob taking the money depends on wy answer

to the guestion “Shall I take the umoney$™, That my choice couvld

Lo m&; Doﬁé&o
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hawve beon predicied, e.ge by an encepbalographic exaumination of
the brain, does not alber the picture., The situation vwhere I ask
the gquestion "Shall IPY wag a real sitwation of choice, in the
sense that the angwer to the gquestion determined the suecession
o QVﬁﬁtﬂio

We are not here discunssing Hore's itreatwment of the free will
problem as such, but only trying 4o desevibe his secount of the
relation between o certoin feature of the huwan situation and
man's morsl language with its logical properties,

it is important to guoard onesslf apgainst two posaible
mierepresentations of Have's view on this point.

Un the once hand, Hore is not ssying thet statements about
the human situation can be devived from sitatements aboul language,
oo aboub man's getual use of "ought"—sentences. Thoet is to say,

Here is nol asaying that i1 can be stated on verbal pgrounds that mon

is o free agente (ALl that eould be said on verbal grownds wos,
or g0 Hare would prebably say, that man is oot bound by his

langnage to ach in o certain way.)

1o Felle, ppe O1f.



On the other heand, Hare is not elaiming thet his stateuments
ahout moral language can be derived from statoments aboul the
human sitnabion,. = 1t is necesasury to he clear on this point.

flare doeg not hold that the character of the human sitvation i

hig reason for soying that wmoral lenguage hos the lopical
character which he saye Lt has.e The human situation is the resson
for wmoval language heing as it is, 'That is ﬁala&y, Bare is
giving an explanation why it is as i% ige

Have clearly clains that it ig by a dirveel study of language
thot we can find ﬁhé logical distinciion between faet and value,
the introduction of the hum&n pituation ig noi made fo say why ve
recopgnize the distinction, and lare weuld probably meintain, if
pressed, thot be ig prepaved to glve up hig talk abouwb the human
situption in order te show that this would not affect his theory
of the logical strueilure of moval langnage.

50 much foy Hare's own wnderstanding of what hia talk aboud
the haman situation meanse.

But the guestlon avises whether it is weally poszible for Hare
to escape the aseusation of having, in some sense; based his theexwy
of languag@ on o conception of the human pituation, i.e. on on

assertion of extro~linguistic twruths.
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There gre passages in Hare's werk where he can be interproted
as even admibting this.

®oeo the very existence of the preblem ~ the faet thatb
ordinary people feel [wnderlined by me] .. that

Tought' implies 'con'® and that this ereates philosgophieal
difficulties - isg prime Yacie evidence against degseriptivism
soe if mowal judgements were not prescripiive, there would
he no problem about moral weaknesg; bub theve iz a probloem;
therelore thoy are prescriptive® (apparently meaning
“therefora it follows that they are preseriptivet )i,

Hleve is 8 dirveet veference o introspection as & support fow
Hare's case againgt deseriptiviem as a theory about moral language,
It scems that gomething can be said about the twmith, ox adeguaey,
of lare's accomnt of moral langnage frem the way poeople ordinarily
feel about theixr moral situation,

Vhot we wow want to maintain, end this will turn oud to be the
maln point of owr thesis, eg far as Have is conecerned, is that hig
aceount of the logie of morval lanpuage ig in fact bhuild uwpon a view
of the woxrld.

Ve might even say tﬁgt it iz not sbout lanpuage, but about
the world.

This thesis is net based upon iselated passages guch as the
last one guoted. This passage 18 only a poinier to the fact that
Hare®s apalysis of moral language is built on vhat we think is an

illusory assumption, namely that it is possible just 4o analyse language,

10 1‘1.};%" p.ﬁs.
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What this really amownts to iz, of course, a ecviticism of
the whole of the linguistie approeach to philoegophy, seying that
it is basically mistoken.
The reasen why Hare's approach is misbtoken is not just that
he is bailding his theoxy of labnguoage on sone contingent truths
ahoud bhuman existence, e.g. what people usually feel in the situstione
we cnll moral,

The reagon ig vather that languege is analvsed in terms of

eoncepts which alveady bave a cerioln eontent,

Thav is to say, in his analysis eof language ﬁﬁ%&g and the
linguiats in genexal, are using concepts in which a view of
reality, and of how we can hnow iﬁ, is already incorpovated.

We ave neot saying thet lHare is wrong in doing what he ig
doinge

But he ig wrong in nod knowing what ke is doing and adwmitving
ite Thet is, in preschting himself as doing ﬁomaﬁﬁing different
from whot he is doing.

Far,lfar from heing “Formal® (if sueh a thing as a "formal®
coneept exists at all, or makes sense as an expression), the vory
enneepus by which Hare analysis the langunge of morals are already

presupposing the result of his asalysisg.
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The concepts "faeth and *value', to take the two on which
most of his avgument hangs, ave clearly saying something aboutl the
wokld,

And they are not expressing some conbingent truths about the
worlds

They are rather o hind of non-conbingent, a priori, ecathegories
in which wan and his world are interpreted.

The wvery digtinetion between something called "fact® and
something ealled "valué" is not made by people who awve thinking
about meral guestiong i.e¢. vho are deliberplbing or avguing sboud
what to de., Lt is broughﬁ.in Trom without by the theorizer about
moral language, refleeting hiw vén:Wﬂrld»viewo That is, the
analyst tries bo undersitond moral langusge in texms of his own
understanding of the world. |

That bils analysis vepresenbs comwmon senge in the undersianding
of mernl language is simply an assumption {unless “caﬁmon sengo! '
is defiped in sumeh & way that it begs the question). We think that
comnon sense gives wuch more prima facie evidence agalnst Have's
analyaio.

Ye say only Yprime faeclie evidence", because we do not think

thalt our preblem can be setdled on the basis of"common sense” or o

study of the use of language. Vo hepefore repeat that Hare's



procedure is not in iiself invalid,  Let him only say vhat bhe is
doing wo therve can he disceussion about the real isgues at stoke.

Yhat we maintain is that ge.g. the econcept of "faedt" itself
already inmaryﬁrateﬁ\aﬁ epiatenolopy.e This will be a main point
in our discussion in tﬁe‘fnllﬂwing ehapterg.

Clearly, Have is not himsel? going to admit that this is se,
but we think that he eannot aveid these eOnQGQﬁéﬂﬂeﬁ'heing dravie

A1l thig has, of course, pgreal conseguences fov the way we loeok
at bhe case between Have oand hig adversaries in their aceount of
moral Language.

When lave thinks he ean “get the hﬁﬁtﬁr"l of his oppenents,
vhetlier they be descriptivists who dgnore presceripbivity, or the
onew on the sther sidd whe do not account for the universality, it
is hecause Hare is presenting the case of his opponents in terms of
his own concepts.

et it 5& pointed out that we are hot in ihis connection
intereated in defending any one in partieular of the pogitions Hare

>

is attacking. (ur purpose iz to give a eritical asnalyveis of Harve's

L3

own position, thereby seeing if it is net possible, or indeed

la @fc ;&3}},&9 E}.g@go
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necossary, Lo look at the problem of mowval velues in a different
way from the way he does,

in order to see the notmre of Horve's evpument let us
ransider some of the fundamental agpects of his case apeinst the
"naturalists®.  (The Following spplies alse to ether of the
evitics of natuvaliasm).

Hore presente oaturalism as o theovy saying that a moral
conclusion can be drawn from a set of only factusl premisses, and
"factual® weans "non-moralf.

fimd larly lare takes it for gyranted that there is an exclusive
velation between "“ig" and Youghtt, so that when the paturaliste
vielate the role "no cught fyom an is% thoy are veslly sinning
ageinst a rule whic» says “wo ought frem a non-oughi",

Buat is it veasonable 1o presume that the npteralists did
commit such a blatant fallacy?

Would the naturulisgts really vecogrize this as an adequote
pregenbation of their ease?  That ia, that the conclusion can

contain gsomething that is not contained in the premisses?

Lo Thie is cleorly implied in what Uare says, coffe in Liole,pe9le
BSee above, p.ll,
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"Wery well', MHare wight answer, "7 am nol saving that in
his inferences the naburalist is ectually deriving an "eught! from
an "isg%, I am only ssying that he gives an insdenuate gccount of
what is going en in his infevences.

Lot vs econsider the inlerprelations possible foy Uare of the
naturalisgi®s procedore.

An example of . n infevenve, which the nsturalist finds in

actual moval arvguments:

¥ _brings plessure

Thervefore X ig goods

This ¢an only mean tvoe thinge aceording to iHare's view,
tAdther “good" is used in the, unlikely, but quite possible, sense
of "what brings pleasure®, l.e. in a purely deseriptive scuse,
saying what brings about a certain factual state of affairs.

In whiech ease the inference would just say that Y brings
pleasure, because it ie pleasure=bringing', ov something like that,
This would not, Have says, be any moral judgement at all.

Or, onthe other possible interpretation, which Hore probably would
hold to cover mosi of the cases where such inferences are mades
The inference contains in faect a hidden premiss, and should therefore

be presented like thiss
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-

(That which brings pleasurs i

o

good )

¥ byings pleasure

Therefore X s goode

iIn this case the first promiss is a substantial decision of
principle, i.¢. a veal moxal judgement.

And in conseguence we ean protest against the judgement that
X is pood, because we do not agree with the judgement expressed
in the premisses, That is to say, we have shown that the
premisges consiast of two different steps, an evaluation and o
factuul gtatements And aeeeptance of what is contained in the
factual premisses, does net compel us to accept the conclusion
whieh implies the other premiss as well.

In other words, what lare claime bo have demonstrated, is that
words like "pleasure", when unsed in cases like those “exploited® hy
the naturalists, ave deing two jobs, vhich can be distinguished

and separated, that of describing a state of affairs, and of

evaluating it.
¥n lare's own words, the concepta of the natuvalists ave
, . 1 .
"oood fat substantial concepts¥, and nohody needs to aceept their

» s -X.u - N . 3 .
gubsltance, i.e, their ﬁr@sgggtlen of @,ge 0 covtain kind of action.

1. Fo&gﬂ; E}o?@gﬂo

L o
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ne example of & conecept whieh incapsulates determinate
moral prineiples, and one which Hare makes mmeh of, is the

1 : ‘ .
concept Yoourageous'. This concept “incapsulates a certain
i

view ahout what one ought 4o de in situntions of danger."”

I a persen did not wanl to commend thegse whe presevved the
satety of others by disrvegarding their own, he eonld jusi say
that he did not any lenger wish 0 use the word “couvageouzs®,

beeanse it incapsulated ithe attitude to which he did not subseribe.

He could say,

I prefer the longer, mowally neuiral expression,
Ydisvegerding one's own sa¥ely in order to preserve that
of otherg.? Thig, though it is not cguivalent to
'eourageous®, even descriptively, is in fact all that we
can be logicolly compelled to admit of a person, once he
has done the 'conrppeous’® ool referred to,. Yo go on to
call the aet courageons is, strictly aspeaking, an
additionanl step which I am not dispesed to take, because
I do not share the cvaluations of those who take it.
it is true that there is no single evelusiively neutval
word, like ’nﬁg?&‘l which in the present case c¢an be used
w0 describe such actions withoubt commitibing the deseribor
t6 any evaluation; bub we gould have such a word. VWhat
shall actually do, in defauld of an imented vorxd, is o
use the same werd courageous?®, bt to make il cleax by

:&%9 j)) ola?ff o

-
l'/};rg‘m
Zo ;i?‘lio*;‘ - Pe 200,

3o Hefervipg to the case of a person who dees not desplse negroes,
and thervefore reluses to use the word "nigger" and decides to
uge only the neuntral word "negro®,
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wy vone of veice or by putting quotation warks round it,
that I em uveing it in a purely deseriptive sense, implying
thereby no commendstion vhatever®,d

Partieularly iﬁf@?@ﬁﬁing in this passage is the adwission
that "disyegarding one's own safety in oxder to p?eﬁﬁ??é that of
others is not equivalent, even desmeripiively, to “eourageous.
Nave apparently thinks &hat it would be poessible to find a
lengthier expression which would be equivalent to the
descripiive meaning of "eourageous" without baving its evaluative
meaning incapsulated.

What lare is sctbudlly doing heve is only to postulate the

possibility of iselating the purely deseriptive {in his sonse)
wmeaning of "eourageous®, i.c. that we could deseribe the action
veXerred to by Yeourageous” non-evaluatively, snd thot we could
describe this action by an invented wovd, or hy exp?esﬁiﬁg the
word Yeouregeous" iu a certain lLone of voice er by writing it
inside guotaition marks.

We want Lo maintain bthat no tone of voiee snd no guotation
morks can ever suffice to establish whet is really a theory about
our knowledge of the world, and which Uare sheuld have bacn

&1

avsuing about, nemely thatl thevre is sowmothing called "facts®,

i, FQRQ. poﬂ'}l)o
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wvhich always gan be apprehended apart fyvom any evaluation.

ALl this mesns that lHave is net deseribing lhe difference
between his theory of moral langunge and other theories on a
Ynoeubral® besis, so that he can expect everyhedy to accept id
Just by looking again at language, d.e¢. on o purely lingeistic
hagis, e is weally deseribing the conbveversies in terms of
his own wnderstanding of the world and of the human oituation.

e will amswer, thal wheil be usks of his opponents iz only
that they shall take inte gccownt what he at lenst is doinge
Yor by his moral reagoning he schows thatit ig possible to
geparate the preseriptive meaning of moral words fvom their
descriptive meaning, and ihevefore facls and values are not
logically hound togeithow,

BHat however medest a claim fthis sounds, what it really
apmounts to is a claim that we sust aceount for hig use of moval
language on his own epistemological premisses. But these
premicses are exactly the gunestionvhich is at isgsue,. o that
when Hawre chavges his eppounents with‘giving an insufficioent
picture of moral language, this insufficiency is really detcrmined

Wy Hore's own concepbs.
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Harve adopts the prineiple "no ought from an is" claiming
to derive this from his analysis of language, Hut the
concepbual eguipment which he uses o earvy out this ennlysig
already presupposes his conclusions, The undevrstanding of
“ig" and "ought" which he byings to the snalysis already
presupposes an exclusive rvelation between thom.

This is the petitio principii of Have's enalysis of moral
language, as long as he does not find it necessary te try and
Justify his concepis. But this he is nel prepaved fe do,
hecause it would invelve him in semething other than linguistic
analysisg,

If we ave yight in our imterpretation of Have's procedure,
then the logic which he claims that woral lanmuage has, ia
reelly o logie which exists prior to what any sindy of moral
Tanguage might disclose, i.0. o lopic implied in the conceptual
apparaiug with which Hare vndersakes the apalysis of lanpguage,

{inly on this backpround ceun we undersiand how it is possible
to ginzle oul one use of a ceriain mowval term and say that it ig
"eentral®, or "typieal® a.s.0.

Tor Have does this repentedlye.



Haoe preseriptivisi ... maintainsg ithat it is one of
the chavacleristics of moxal termws ... that judgenents
containing tliem are as typically used, intended asp
puldes to conduot¥*

eoo moral judgemewntg, in their ceniral uwse, heve it
as their funcbtion to guide conduct 2

Siwmilarxly, llare is able to state that a mon vihe says, "I
ought but L ean?t" is not "intendiug his wersl judgement serionsly®
and with its "full foree%,

"hig kind of quasi-universal presceription is eee
voxy characteristie of our actual moral lansuage. I
have argoed that wovel judpements, when intended seviously
and with theiy full foreco, must be taken as commidtiing the
gpenker to some uwniversal judgement applying to anyone in
relevantly siwilar situsation®? (underiiuned by me ), . .

. P

*There are a preatv many kinds of *off-golour? moral
Judpements whieh do net, like the perfect specimen,
Yimply Yean®', 'Thus the man who says 1 oughit but ¥ can't’
is not necessarily saying anything absurd, all that he is
doeing ia to use ‘ought’ in one of the many oif-golour ways
that are posaible® !

Le }‘?-&&, }?a@?e

B Felley 3,70, And 4o ®guide conduet” means for Hare, as we
know, to moke evaluatiye deciaions of prineiple, as diskinet
from deacribing something vhich ia the case.

Bo  Folss o pef3e

ko  Tolley, | 1.68,

B S
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That is to say, ameng the many possible, and setual uses of
a moral term Hare isg able o point oub the use wirtieh ig net in
ageordance with the perfect aspoeimen and which is therefore
“affwcaiéur"o

We want telﬁuaﬁ@ at length one passage which brings out wost
clearly bthe opposed trends of larve's theory of moral lanpuage,
the desive to toke language as it is, and the desive to interpret
it in tevms of an ideal langnage, i.e. to avvange all the actual
uses of language around one of those unes, which i then hononred
ag the ideal useo

Yoo diffienlt is it, in faet - go great s the strain
between preseripiividty and woadversalisability in ceriain
situntions « that something has to givey and this ig the
explanntion of the phenomenon of moral weskness. Mot only
do we give, becouse we are morally weak; we have fonnd fow
oursclves a language vhiech sherves our weakness, and gives
juet where we do. Tor morel language is o human instituation.
It is the husiness of the moral philosophicr to say, not what
the logieal behaviour of moryal terms would he like, if they
were deviged by and for the use of angels, but what it
actually is like, soo & "holy® morxal langunge would be &
very simple ene; it would consisi of universslizable
presceriptive judgemewts without any way of esceping from
gither their pregeripiivity or theiy uwniverselity.

eos human moral langnage, unlike a holy or angelic moral
langeage, has, built into its logie, all manuver of waye of
evading the nigour of puve universality. soe HuE
nevertheless it would be a slandey wvpon human moval langusge
and on its usevrs 4o elaim that they do not even agpire to
have universal prescriptive principles.
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oo wWe are not angels; and therefore, althongh the
gimplest logic for a meral language would be that of
the universalizable prescriptive, we shy at this
rigorous and ausgtere gimplicity, and, in onpr vain
struggles to find a more comforteble way of speaking,
have introduvced complexities inte the logic of our
moral language = vain gtruggles, because the ideal of
pure universal prescriptive woral principles
obatinately vemoing with vg, and we ave not in the end
satisfied with anything which falls short of it.w}

It is made quite plain, then, There ig an ideal of meral
language operating, as it were, ingide our pclual use of noral

language., It is not of deecisive importance hov the deviantions

from this ideal are choracterized. As we saw in the last passage
they are given, somehow, a status within the logieal framework of
moral language, belonging as they do to the “complexitieg" of this
logilce

Un other occasions they arve chervacterized less faveuwrably.
Yor instonce, when it comes to Hare's attempt to give a practiecal
example of the usefulness of his theory for moral wreasoning, the
persons who ave refusing to play his gowe of Y“pure wniversality®
are given this labels

"eoo They are not asking wvhother they can universalise their
prescripitiong; though they way wake play with the moral

tr

1o MeRe, pPpe 738%.
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wvordos whieh they have heawrd other people use, they arve

not, in their own thinhing, uwsing these words according

to the logical rules whiech are implicit in thedr

meaning."

Thia ambiguity does net, hovever, affect decisively what is
our major concern: To bring out that +the logiec of moral language,

as Have describes it, is the logic of an ideal lanpuage, and that

this desexiption of moral language depende upon a coneept of the

world whiech must be pogiulated, and indeed by a postulation of

whieh the evaeluative aspect is an ingepavable pavit.

That is to say, the wnderstanding of moral language, whevehy
ony apprehenwi@n of the faets of the world can be sepavated Lyrom
ouy eval&atiﬁua of them, rests upon concepts by means of whieh
something about the world and our apprehension of it is postulated
as an ultimate.

The interpretation of lave's theory as 2 theory about the a
priovi logic of an ideal of moral langunage might scem untenable
on the bhackground af_same of Nare's explicit statements, c.ge the
one quoﬁed earlier saying that “PxemcriptiVisﬁw?fldhe vefuted if

it counld be shown that we do pot ever use woral wownds in the wvey

:8‘; _F.Ro ’ 13022’.‘%0
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I bave chavacterized as preasriptiv@“lu

But this passage enly appears %Glﬁﬁ & counber-prool againgt
our account of Hare's theory.

For the thing is that, granted Have's premisses, i.c. his
world=view, it gconld never he shown that we do not (o that
he at least does not) ever wnse moval words in the way that he

ealls preseviphbive.

1. FPolle, pefile,
See above, p.1l13,
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2 wiigion and “blik" in H.M. lave's theught in relation ie

hig theorv of velueg.

Sarprisgingly enough, iﬁlia HeMe Hare whe points Lo the reason
why his own absolute distinction hetween facts and valuves eventually
seens o hé@ak down, even Urom & leogical point of view.

When he starts aslting vhat knowledge of facts really means and
how it is arrived ét he appears te be mainteining views which ave
at varionece with the assumptlons we found uwnderlying his analysis
of moral langvage and which could therefore provide a different
conbext for the undersitanding of meral language.

These thoughis are not to be found in any of the éthiecal
writinge of .M. Have, but they cceur in the shorter contributions
which he has made to the discussion of religious language, namely in
his vennvks in the "Theology and Falsification" - discussion in

Universiy E@ﬁ@—ﬁll apd in his article on "Religion and Moraleg" in
Y

Faith and Logie, ed, B. Mitchell, 1057 (this is an article based on

o lecture given im 19%h),
As will be geen, theso contributions do not represent any

"later" view of R.Me. Hareos They date from the itime hetween the

1. Heprinted in New Dssaye in Philosephieal Theology, cde Ae Flow
ant A. Maecintyre, 1955, hewecafter veferred to as Nele, pp. 9917,
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publieation of his two main vorks on ethics. They ave all the
more interesting, however, as Here himself oponly confemges that
he is not at all sure what he wanbts to say about the subject he
is discussing here, and that mueh of what he says is undigested
and enly temtatively put forwarﬁle

Hip contribution in the Univorsity—discussion is one of the
ansvers to A.dlew's parable (or use of the parable) of the twe
explovers who find a c¢learing in the jungle, One of the
explorers asserts thet this is the work of & pavdener, but he ig
in the end incapable of saying anything whatsoever about whot
would have to be the ease if he ghounld have to éay that the
exiotence of the gardener (scil. od) was disproved. The
assertion iaghthﬁrefﬁre, compatible with anything happening or not
happening, and it is thus no real assertion, it has noe factual
Meaning .

With this Hare agrees entively. Dub he holds that religious
language actnally does another dob. He goes on to velate another
parable {“"parable® is Hare's own texm)o, ‘'This parable concerns a
lunatie whoe is convinced that all dons want tomurdew him. Al}
his experiences of dong geem, fovr all novmal persons, to show the

opposite. The dons ave all ireating him in the wapner of uwimest

1. JFaith and Legic, pe.l76.
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govdiality. Yt nothing of this is allowed to count pagainsgt the
Tunatic's convietion. The dens swre only hiding their diabolicel
plang behind o friendly appearance.

inee nething will count apninet the luwnatic’s theory it
asserts nothing. in thip ¥lew is right, But 84111 the lunatie
thinks gulte differently aboul dons ¥vow whot other pevsons de,
even i¥ he sayves nothing about thelr ewlbward hehaviour. 'The
Junatie has a different "b1ik® about dons,

Thig hiik is of the greatest luportance, Necause 1
determines the persons atiitude towards eother persons, in this
ease donsg, and not only lis ivward avbtiiunde towards them, hul

all his ¢

P,

ealings with them in his life,

In a move coveryday situation,too, the blik applies {o many
thingse For instance, the diiver of a car uvsually has o ceriain
Blik aboubt his cav., He trugte that it will obey his steering,
pad therefore he confidently places hiwself and other people,
whom he loves, in his cax,

Thig blik about the c¢oy ig nol the same thing ag knowledge,
©offe that the car ig in perfect tectmienl oxder, It is not
difficult to imagine a person who wonld never dare to go into a
car, ocven ii he lkoew thet everybbing bad beeu lested in detail,
But sueh a person would cerdainly heve a very different attitude

towvards the contemperary way of living from most of use.
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It isy in fact, the theughts of Hume, R.M. Hare clainms to be
voiecing in his dtalking of blik, Huwe himself pointed to the
fact that ﬁnf‘”whﬁlﬁ commerce. with the world depends upon ouwr
blik about ithe wgwlﬂ“,l It is iﬁpa&gihl@ to veach agreement in
hlike-nttitude hﬁ observing what heppens iﬁ the world, bubt the blik
we hove determines how we are geing to treat our aﬁﬂeyﬁation od
wvhat happens.  The blik is no scientifie w%yiﬂnatiaﬂ,.hut even
a geientifie explanation will need a blik,

Withont a blik about how the happeaings éf the wvorld axe
related 4o each other, no explavation of vhat happens would be
possible. It would noel be incowpatible with ﬁﬁy posgible obaseyew
vation te saw that everything happened ﬁy pare chanes, fox
insitance.

Now it seems thet Hare wanls $o hold that the blik whiech a
persen, of group Oflpﬁrﬁﬂﬁﬁ, or indeed, all mankind, has, does not
play any pert in the guestion of vhat is happening oy not happening,
and that cheervations of wh&% is the case can e made independent
of any hlil.

But dg thies so?

1o M‘;g_), }E}lglﬂ}se
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Let up examine again more clesely the parable of the persen
with the ingane blik about Uxioxd dons. The {riends of the
lunatic want teo wmake him change his opinion about dons, and
therefore they intvedace hiw to the mildest and most veapectable
dons they can find, Afterwards they say to him, "You ace, he
doesn't really want io murder you, he spike to you in a most
cordial manner; eee" And the lunatiels reply is, "Yes, but that
was only his diabolic cumming; he's really plotiing against me
the whole time cee”

Yhat Hare apparently wants to illustrate here is ihat the
lunatic®s blik is compatible with any facte about the bebaviour
of dons. 4he sentonee, "he spoke Lo you in a wost eordial
manner” is thus thought to be e statement of faet, in liare's sonse
of the word "fact", as distinct fLrom e.g."value",

Put sarvely, ®cordial®, if any, is an evaluative word, And
it is very unlilkely that the lunatic should find a statement aboutb
the ecordiality of the don compatible with his blik, VWould it not
he wore prebable that he should deny the cordiality in the don's
words to him, being aware all the time, an he thiaks, of the don's

diabolic intentions.
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In this case the lunatic and his friends would certainly
disagree about fects, namely how the den spoke to the poor man on
g cerbain oceasion., But it would bhe imﬁ&ﬁﬁibl@ to speak about
the behaviour of the don without making an evaluation at the
some time., ¥We arve not, of counwvse, avguing from this imoginative
course of the unﬁvéraatiano It serves only as an illusﬁrétian
of what could be snid about a term like“cordiald,

If veordial® is a faet-word, it should be 90@éiblﬁ to rendey
its meaping in wnguestionably factual tenns. Tet us tyy to
imagine how th&\fgieuda conld express what they want to say by the
sentence "he spoke to you in o most cordial mamner¥; in o way that
would be vnmistalably nen-ovaluative.

They eould say 8sméthing about the don's voice, its volunme,
its sonovity, measurved in acoustie units, they ecould describe with
aceuracy hisg vacahﬁlamy, they could de&ﬁfiha tha.mﬁvemﬁnt% of the
corners of hig ﬁﬁuth and of his ayehrows while he spoke, and so
on indefinitely.

Bat deseribing these charectevistics of the dém's way of
spealkking, the friemds would all the time he moving further and
furthey awvay frowm what they arigin&lly‘wanted to say, i.¢. "he
gpolse to you in a méﬁt cordial manner®, In fact, the sentence

would lose its intended mesning altogether.
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And it will pot do to admit that the senbence vwaz evaluative
from the bLegioning and the listed chavacterigtics were theip
eriteria for applying the term "eordial” to the way the don spokee.
This would mean that they by using the word Yeordial® simply
wanted to copmend i1 for havivg these characterisiics,

Their original sentence was elearly intended to be fact-stating,
to pay thet semething was the case. And it is just this “sowething®,
io0e that which is meant by the word “ecordial", which geems to
disappear when the afteupt is made to state it non~evaluatively.

Whot this example of the use of woerds like "eordiasl® sheows,
is ﬁhaﬁ; in some human situations, atft least, the distinction
between fedi-stating words and value words might be impossible to
maintain, and this might net only be the sign of a practical
diffienlty, c.g. that ¢ strong cmetional attitude very often seens
to digtort the facts for the percipient {"Love makes blind%},

It ia the sign of on esgsential feainve of our "ecommerce with
the workd®,  There ave things, 1.0, things thalt matter wmuech for
ug as men, the existence of vhich we cannet affism @é deny withoud
piving them o value status (positive or negative). There ave
situations in which we want to say {tbat something is the case, and

are unable te state this in non-cevalnalive tevwms.And, at this

point the guestien should bo raiged, at least, whether our language
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is here veflecting fundamental epistemolegical comditiens, ‘This
could mean, e.g. in the case af the lunatic, that bhe guestion of
whether you see what there really ig to be seen in the situation
depends on vhether you have geot the right blik by which you could
bhe aware of the value aspect of the gituation. To say thig would
also wean bo make some ontolopical assertionse.

o he brus, 1t might ofbten meem poseible te regard fecls and
values as separeble, but is this becense we deliberately hlock the
aceess Lo one aspect of veality ond create an grvifieial lanpuage
to cover this distevted expervience of it%?  In vhich case it is
net only an “awpubated! experience, boemuse the experience is
WEORE) -

The relation between factuel assertions and evaluations ig
perhaps most evident in religious laﬂgu@ge, This hecomes
especially elear from what H.M. Hore himgelf says in his article

in Faith and Logite We will have to exsmine thip article rather

closely.

tivsbyilare deals wilh the logical positivists®' thoory of
enpiviénl verifiability as the eriterion of lthe meaningfulness of
a statement, and the impect ef thig theory on the concepiion of

religionag and morel language.
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As might be expected, Hare holds that this eviterion swept
language too cleanl, reducing moral and theological lanpuage to
pooudow=proposi tions. What the theory did, Hare says, was to
dsolate gne kind of wse we meko of Iangmage, gnﬂ‘giva an enormously
useful criterion of meaningfulness for statements woade in this
Tield,

The intervesting poini ia, however, thot shen Hare himaelf names

this field of statanents as distinet from religious statesents, he

does not simply tallc.ef "faciual statements®™, but of “what we

ordivnrily enlled statements of @mpirical Tact" {underlined by mejg.

Have theveby indicates his awareness of the complexity of the
relation between so-—ecal led statements of faet and, in thisz case,
moral and religiows uniterances, and that Lt ig not so easy to

operate with a clearly civeumscribed meaning of the term "fact" itaself.

1o One feels compelled to ask: "ioo clean® - in relation to vhat?
Perhaps"in relation to aetual (empivical) uses of lunguapge™,
Ut thio is an extvemely diffieult position to hold, TFor how is
one to decide which, if any, of the uses of language should be
sweph out i€ the cowrd of appeal is only these empirvieal uses
themselwves? {r dees lanpguage become oo elean in relation to an
ideal of language? Or is it judged too clean on the bagis of
spome other considerations, perhaps .of & epistemological conditiona?
We thipk that the latter is the ecase, and that this is implied in
Hare's avgument as it is sketehed in the felleowing.

2o  Faith and Lopie, peli7e
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The fivet thing to be said about religion and werale, according
to lave, is that religion uwsually has r wmoral sspecte Thiz does
not only wmean that the supporters of a pariieuniar religion tend to
behave according o a paxrticular meral pattern., It also means that
the preaching of a paritienilar veligion zeems to be intimately
linked with the presckiption of a particwlar sel of meral principles.

in fact, the most vbvicus difference between parviiculax
religions ig vexy often the difference in the behaviour of their
helievers,  Thus the very obvious bthing that happened to St. Paul
when he became a Christian, wag taas he did nob any longer regard it
as his duty to pervsecube Christians. He snddenly ciame to thiuk that
he ought 1o inerease their nuwbey insitead.

It is not Hare's intention, however, to say thet religious
pelief meang commitment to o paviiewlar weoy of behaving {as others
ove deme in an attempt to stale thg fanetion of religious language).

£t ig not the moral judgements which covnsititute a religious belief,

They arise out of this belief, as is ciear from Sbe Yaully ease,
The reason why he stopped perxsecunting Christians was that he

had changed his bellef aboubt a particalar non-moral matler, uamely

wio Jesus of hagereth veally was. lle hod come to believe thav he

was Christ, the Son of God,
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This resembles, however, very much a factual siatement, and
it seems that it vas nob actually bis woval prineiple that had
changed at all. For rauvl had alwvays regavded it ay his moral
obligantion to follow the Chyist vhen he appoared. o it wight
be most correct bto say that Paul's actions were chianged, not by
a change in moral prineiples, bt by a chapge in his factuval belief. .

Hare is mob, however, contenl with this weay of pubtting it
el thor. FPor, can we gay that a person hy the sentence "Jesus
is Christ" is stoting a foct at all (and Hare adds significanily,
Min the ordinary senseY)?

Bte Panl's now belield was not eaused by any inevease in
knowledge of the facts about Jesus., [ie mipght very well have
nown before that Jesus cast out devils, for instance. Bualb he
might have eald that it was Heelsebub vho gteod bebinpd him.,  Ow,

i? he had been a 200k century critic, he mighi have said that he
eured mental diseases by suggestion, And this would not in any case
have altered the facis in guestion, in one sense of the word "fact®,

Bat dre: there not other kinds of facts, and is nol the most
important point in cemncotion with Bte Faul's conversion juat such

a faet of “apother kind"?  The appeavance, namely, of the voice of
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Christ while Paul was on the road to Bampscun? Thig could then
e ecalled a "supernatural factl,

semeons wight easily objeet, however, that the actual faet
was that b, Panl had a powerful emotioral experience accoumpeunied
by an illuvsion of semeone talking to him.,  Thieg wonld be
perfiectly consistent with what could be observed In the case.

It secms, iherefore, that we cannot point to any difference
hetween facts end illusions when ve ave deonling with "soperanatural®

fﬂﬂt@ol

Hot another way of leoking al Aty Poulls conversion ia to say

that what he did was Lo adopt a new, es it were, worsliv ing

abtitude to the facis, So that to say "Thou art the Christh, is
not to state a fact; but to do something, namely, worship.

wut even this explonation does not make the preblem elearcut.
¥or o worship something eseems %o wmean, partly at least, certain

assertions, For instance that the objeet worshipped is & porson
u } i 9

le Ve are here only wvelerring te Hore's use of the adjective
“supernatural®, namely to characierize that whick is supposed
to belong W an ovder of heing ahove that of e ebjects and
ovder of evenbts in the astural world. And liawe's point scemg
0 be the familiar eope that we cennetl speak of sny sneh kind
of fects becaune stolements aboul them could never be verified
oy faleified empirically.



and that this can be seen Lyom what the object of worship does,
Usnally this is thought of as a ceviain course of events whiceh
ig expectod to follow an act of worship.

it might be true, llare holds, that the less vrimitive the
religion is, the less willing are its adherents to expose its
statements to such ewpirical falsifieotion, but even advanced
veligious beliefs imply some empirical expectations.

{n the ethey hand, even the most primitive religious beliefs
are not just statements of empimical faect. Tor the meaning of
the word “ged" 1s “a proper ohject of worship¥, and "praper® is
here clearly a valune-word, with a preseripiive meaning,

So Have seems te have brought out, in conneetion with religious
languapre, n case very similar to that of maral jundgements.

The word Ypod', for instanece, hag hoth evaluative and
degeriptive moaning, For, "Aceovding o this view, in calling
gomething a ped, we arve saying, not mervely that worshipping it will
have certaln results, but that it is proper to wovship it; that is
to say, we are at least in part preseyibing the taking up of a

. . ]
certain attitude tovards 3%,

1. JFaith and Logiec, p.lB7.




Haos Hare now managed to give an adequate deseriplion of

religions discowrse, which fits, say, Ste Paul’s bheliefs afler

hia conversion?

As we sav, it Ls impossible to say that il was some single

thiug about ©te Pawl which had changed when he starbed saying,

"Sesus is ChristY. In Faet, everything in his life changed,

his Facitnal beliefs, his attitude and moral principles,.

Lecordingly, relipious discourse considis of wany kinds of

niterances, which are interweven, l.e. "all these kinds ef

* * L3 1
ubteraness are, so w speak, in cizeuit with all the restY,

»

Hoave sums up his atitempl to claselfy religious lahnsge in
k = 22

the fellowing way.

"L glavted, it will be rewaabered, by considering the
suggestion that meral judgements are the distinctive
consdituents of religious discourse,. This view I rejected,
and then comsidered in turn the ¢laim of stotements of religious
beliefs Yo be cnlled statements of facts in the ovdinavy
sense; and this, too, appeered unssiisfactory, If we toke
religionn lanpvage as o whole, It is 1too factuasl to be colled
gpecifieally woral, andyet too closely bhound up with our
comined 4o be called in bhe ovdinery sense factual 2

Tbidem, po188., . .

A A b A X >

Zbidem, p.l89,
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Hare then txied to sketeh a synthesis whieh would inelude

hoth the adoptien of a factunl belief and the subseription to

certain principles of action ia the taking up of an attitude

of wovship 4o an ohject.

"Aw g fivet skebel of o aynthesis, 1t is plausible
to say thet in so far as religious discourse seems %o
refer do supermatural facts, thiz is the result of the
gaperimposi tion of the atvbiitude of worship upon factual
heliefe which ave themselves not other than oupirieal™,

This would, says Hare, point to a mistoke lilke the ono ahout

‘non-natural guelities® in ethice, iie, the view wvhich iskes the

application of the adiective “good" Lo an object Lo wmean the

attritvtion of a guality, instead of meeing that it means te

comuend the objeet For boving other, enpirical, qualities.

Teoe it mipght be that the facls that veligious discourse
deals with arve periectly ordipary empirdcal facls like
what happens when you pray; but we are tempted to call
then supernatural facts bhecauge our vhole woy of living

i organiged rewnd them, they have fov us wvalue, relovance,
importance, which they would not have if we were atheisis,
If this wview were covrvecgth, then the beliel that there are
gpecifically roelipious, supernatuval faets could be said te
be bthe result of failing to distinguish in logie what
cannot be digtinguished in preetice, namely, faels, and ouwr
abiitades ho them®,

4.;-1:}9:%'(1 Ig.“ . . L@

e

Ibidem, p.l9d.,
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If wo could be savisfied vith lhis way of putiting it,
everything would ¥it very neatly inte the pattern uwmed to deseribe
moral language, that of evaluwative apd descriptive meaning as
logically independent of each othere.

Put Hare thinks that even thisg will not do for religlous
language.

What he then goes on to question, is just this simple logical
distinction hetween facts and atiitudes,

"ooo Hhough it is wost important to slart hy walking

this distinetion, it is imporiant to end, not by

blurving it, as is often done, hut by arvticulating the

relations belween these two kinds of things,

%hat Here wants Ho refute iz the idea that Tacts ave given
us irrvespectively of our dispositions, Foeey, he opposes vhat
hie, adopting a phvase of Professor Popper’s, cells "the bucket

2 _
theory of the mind",” that “bnowledge® ip the regult of facis
dvipping, so to spealk, intw en emply bucket.

Bant, as Uaye points oul, long ago resliged that this is not
80, Any statements of fact whieh claim objectivity, contain a

reference to causal neeessity, and is thus partly modal.

N w I F

1. Thiden Sy

.

2o  Ebidem, p.192,
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Sach a modal silatemend iz in faet pregerxiptive, and not only

dogeripitive.

This wouwld mean that a statement which is, explicitly, a
statenent of fact, containa as_sueh & preseriptive olement, which,
as MHove gdmitm{ presents certain amelogies with the prezciphive
element in moral judg@m@ﬂtg,'anﬁ'in the end Have main%aims tﬁaﬁ,

"From this it follows tha't wiihout prineiples of some povt we do notb

cet any Factsg: ' there is no digvinedion between foet and illusion for

a_person who dees nob tahe up a certain attitvde fe the world®
(underlinsd by me)™ .

Yoy this view, Hawve, surprisingly enough, dravs support frem

the works of modern neuwro-physiology, in particular from .
. o :
Profeseor J.%. Young's ieith Lectures .

It wight secem surprising that a man of Professor Youny's
profession should he able to give any support teo Hent'as doctrines.
But sinee there obviously ave ceytain Jormal snalogles between the
features of language and the proccsses in the brain, the agreement
bedveen hant and ¥relessor Younp simply shows {for Have; that is)

that bant himseld was in the end a "linguistic® philesepher,

le Ihidem, pel90,

2  Doubt and Dertninty in Ffeience,

British Broadcasting Corporation Reith Lectures 1950, Puhlished
Oxford 1951,




rofessor Young holds {as quoted by lare) that,

"ie gennot speak ss it there s a world aroved ws of
which our senses give us true informsation. In trying to
speak about what the werld is like we must remomber all
the time that vhat we see and whai we say depends on what
we have learned; we ourszelves come into the process. coe

‘The brain of each one of us does literally create his
or her own world, Yo esploin this wo must answer the
guestion: How does cach brein set up ihs own characteristic
rules?  llovw do thoese repulsr petierns of acbivity in the
eells of the brain oo develop? This is the process that ¥
eall the cstablishment of cerlaninly, and it is o proceass
that we wmay conaider as beginning in each lhwmwnn heinpg at the
moment whien, as a newly Lorn baby, his gyes epea on to 1lhe
wordd® T,

hat is bo say, Young wanb: .o investigabe how he broin sebs
up the rules Yor digtinguishing facts, or for undersianding the
concept "fact?,
Hove contends thal, "ithe lemsaon that dis to bhe lesrnt from
Prolessor Young, ag from font, is that {as Hant might pul it
e $ L & }"

nothing can become an ﬂhjeaﬁrfor a fact) for vs wnless in our

&

thinking we foliow certain yrules or arincinles - that ithe mind

plavs an osetive pardt in copnition, and that therefore the nrincipleg

» . a g
vhieh sovern its aciion are pari-determipants of whotl, we expericenge"

(anderiined by me).

ie  Faith and Logic, pel9i.

g0 Zhidem, pel9%.
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If this is so, we ought to be reluctant Lo speak too eamily
ahout facts ag sowething abso lutely digtinguishable frem our
abttiitwles, We cabnot spesk of snything as reelly existing, i.ce
of facts, objeets or entities, until we have accepied rules for

* - » - “ - }-
digeriminating between faets ami illusions",

it is here that religions belief comes into the piclure,
accovding to Here. Ve helieve that God eveated the world out of
chaosg,

"Ig it posgible that thig is omr way of expressiag

the trath that withoul heliesf in a divine order - o

beliel expressed in oiher terms by means of worshipping

aggent to principles for digeriminaving hebween Yael and

illugion = vhero could bhe no belief in matiers of fact

or real ohjects? Certainly it is salutary to recopuize

that gven our bhelief in so-called hopd Facts reata in the

ennd on a faith, o commibment, wvhich is not in or to facts,
but in that witheut whieh there would not he any foets"R,

What comes ont of this is, it seemp, that the basis of the
very noetion of "faels" is o prescriptive attitude, and we remenbey
that a main point in Hare's theory of ethice was the relation bhebw

evalunation and preseripbion,

1. Ibiden

Le ;@iii@gﬁ

200
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We might therefore he justified in saying that to speak of
gomething ap o “faet" means, accovding to Harg, to take up the
evaluntive attitude that it is 1o be regavded as o "faot® or a
"real object. {tr, in other words, to make the value judgement
that it is te be wegarded as a such one, That.is. lo say, nod

the Faet itseld but the recognition of its “iaeciwality® ie

nreseribed.

Hare in not helding, and neither do we want to hold, a
pecaliar kind of Berkeleyen idealism, o kind of "oesgse est
acsbinari®, That weuld mean thet the heing of an object ig its
being evaluated.

Hare clearly does not want to.deny the reality of the external
world. le want to say something clese¢ to what Kant said. TPut
briefly ithe wiew is that the phenomena, or the things as they
appear ito us, are determined, partly at least, hy our own
swteongories of apprchensione Or, wo could say, by the vay we
apprehbend the tbingﬁol

Hare wanis to develop this even farther in including evaluative
and indeed, veligious attitudes smong the poseible determinants of

our eathegories.

1o Hew far there is o real agroement between Hant and lare in these
matters eamnot be discussed here,

8 presentation of Hare's own viow.

Ve are limiting the task to
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This means that "facts®, as they come to ua, arve determined
by ouy decision of what is to count as a fact, ‘Yhis decision is
repeated each time & new humwan individual leavsn how o
digtinguish between facts and illusiono.

This deeigion isg not an individual decision, L.¢. in the
meaning that 1t varies from individual to individual, It is
rather a common human decision, at least for all who have decided
to use the word "fact" or its equivalents, a sebiing up of rules or
principles for diseviminating between faclts and illusions,.

There ig ne indication thot Vlare himself finds his view that
belied in facts is hased on avtitudes incompaiible with the main
thesis in his ethical writings, i.e. that of the dichotomy betweon
facts and velues.

He might wvant to say vhat the preseripiion oy evaluation which

is the basis for our wnotion ol “facts” is a generel prescription ef

the hwaon mind, stating what is to count ap a faet, vhile the
preseription of the value judgement proper ie an expyession of the

individual's cholce amony the facts already established by the

initial disgtinetion between faects and illusions,
But we do not think that the theoory of the dichetomy between
fact pnd valwe can really be wupheld on the basis of this or a gimilar

argunente
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For what Mare has downe by etressing bthe importance of blikl

and religious belief (as he understandsit) is to guestion the
whole notion of "facts" as something ebjectively given in the
sense bthat it can be coasideved independently of its relation to
the apprehending subjeet, the relation vhieh is esxpressed in the
subject's evaluation. The doubis as to the consistency of the
fagt=-ond=-value separation would be the same whether thig
"evaluation’ is thought of as a purely subjeetive preseription or
as haviog some cognitive statusg, c.ge. veferring to some ontelogieal
structure,

By intreducing such elements into our discouvse as the ones
above we have already indicated that a discussion of another
important trend in eontemporary philosophy, so-called “existentialism",

might have a bearing on the undevstanding of our problem,

1l 5%t should be noted that Hare uses the term "blik™ only in the
firet of the two articles wo have bheen discussing abova, o
that we alone are respoensible for the use of the term in
comnection with the atiitudinal basis of the belied in “Facts”,



Ve FOWARDS A SN0 OF WY UNEYY OF FACY AND VALUE,




162

1. Values and existentioclism.

The task of comparing the ethical econception of analytical
philosophy with that of exisgtentinlist philosephy seems priwa
faecie a confusing one.

0n the one hand there are ubterances by the analysts which
geen Lo dismiss existentialism as a fallacy albogether.  The
analyaste present it as vesting on the assumpiion that existence
is an attvibube, and that 14, therefowe, has meaning to raise
guestions about Being. Yhe migteke which lies behind guch
guestions is that of thinking thotl, since sentences like "X ewista®
and "X works® have the same grameltieal form, they are aleso of the
same logical type, le.c. they are aseribing attrihut@a.l

This might lead us to {hink that euwr guestion about the velation
between analyticad and existentialist philosophy with regavd to the
qeetion of ethics is casily answered, the answer belng that there
is no relation at all, but rather a total discrepancy.

A conclusion like this is, howvever, cerieinly premature., As

far as our (uestion is concerned, there ave repeated asgertions from

1o  Cf. @ofte Aedo Ayer, opecit., p.i2,
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different guartersg that existentinlism is actnwally the wostd
faithial ally of annlytical philesophy in mnintaining o consequent
non-gopnitivien, holding that value judgements are neither true
nox fabe, that they ecannot be inferyved from any gtatemonts of
facts, that we can get no imperative from sn indicative, no “ought®
from an %ig" and go on. Very often existentialism is pietured as
admitbting a worval avbitrariness which by far exceeds that which
any moral philesopher in the aunalylic philosophical eontext would
adivite
The Norwegien philosepher K.b. Trandy, for instevce, sees in
value nibilism and oxistentialism a common tendency, in that the
vital centre of movality is soughtl, nol in the rational and
intellectunl side of man, but in his emotions and feelings. This
implies, then, thalt valuve nihilisw and existentiaslism, though
comuonly regarded as plain contraries, are, in n gense, varietions
of & common theme.
w“ihe problem of motivation, 0f the relation bhetween
reagon and feelings, knowledge and choice, 18 oo @ central
problem in the enobtive and value nihilistic theories.
ixistentialism, alaso, is much occuped by the same, or a
closely velated, problem. It tells us thet boih:life and
death are meaningless, ... thoh everything is absurd. voe
For what do the existentiallists mean when they are spesking
of life as meaningless and absurd? They cen ..o mean o

say that we cannot by way of reasoning come to kunow that
life has any adeguate value in itself, any ultimate gonl,
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any purpose. eso Lf we choose to live, we have to choose
without being able to say that reason has chosen for usge
Nees not this resemble vwhat the value nihilists are saying? ..

it may thus in a way be the seme ingight {they arve
conweying, the existentialists, when lhey say that 1life i
absurd, and the valwe nihilists, when they say that standards
and evaluations arve neither true noy iﬁlmcnﬂl

The way in whieh thie apparent relationship ie stated, varies,
even thouph the meaning is fairly comstant. Ao Montlefiore,
gpeaking especially of R.M, Hare, helds that “this freodom of
evaluation e.o has chvious affinitiecs with that proclaimed by the
logical avionenmists® Conlinental existentialigt cousins ...“2

Welte FMrankenn compares the existeniialists to the most extreme
of the non=cognitivistss ‘“Many existentialists likewlse regard
basic ethiesl and velue judganents, particular or general, as
arbitrary comumitments or decisions fox which no justification can

=

be given.“j

Lo Fornult eller f8lelse, Univermitetet i Hergen. Smaekeifter
1@%3, PPe ?8,339 i Translated by me = A R.g

2o "Tael, value axd ideolopyy in British Avplytical Philosophy,
edle Ao Monteiiore a.Be Williams, pel98,

a
]

Upe Glle, peB,



Re Bambrough expresses the wrelation in a simple formula,
asserding that "beth Hare aud Sarire insist that we faghion our
values and do not Find th@m“ol

This pictwre of the ethical coneceplions of exigtentialism and
analytical philesophy ag in cevtain vespects identical wight, of
course, he true, despite the onklysts'® light-hearted diswmissal of
existentinlism,. It might be that the analysts have simply
misunderstood existentiaslism, and that they arve really Yeousina®,
nnited in a common anti-essentinlism. Anti-ecgsgentialiswm is, indeed,
& common facter in hoth views, and it camnot be denied that this
counses a striking similarity between utterances from both sides,
not only as far as ethies is ceoncewvned,

What we want to question is the legitimaey of taking thig
gimilarity on its face valua. tonsidering that the anti-essentialist
eoncepbion of the existentialists has a diffevent owvigin and purpose
Trom that of the amlysts, we might bhe entitled 4o ask whether the
pleture of their ethical conceptiona, rveferrved to ahove, is tyruc.

Ur, rather, whether thig is the whole of the picture, It wight be

that cyucial elements of the existentialist coneeption is left out.

1o “Moral Scepticism and Moral Mnowledge' in Comuon Factor,
1/1954, ppeoGf.
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In ovder to be able to see the bearing of existentialiom
upon ethics we have to consider as a whole the basic line of thought
X ) s 1 . . ‘o
o¥ the existentialists  , and since there ave preat differences
between thon, some of ithe wost important eof the existentialists
even refusing 1o be called YexistentialistsY, we find it moet

adequave to study some of the existentialiats separately.

As Apolygip and Bvaluation in Maxtin HEIDEGGLR,

€
e Heldegger's intention is from the very hegiﬁﬁinga to ask
the "neglected” question what Being ("Sein®) reslly is. His aim

is thus to elaberate an onitology, a "fundamental entology®.

e Hene of them has written awgkhing on ethics in payticular,
if we by that are thinking of anything like a textboolt of the
traditionsl kind. ‘the fellowing is, therefore, intended to
trace the ethical implications, if any, of theilr thinking in
general .

2 Ree leidepger's statement on pe.l of Hein uwnd Zeit, 1927,
nerealter referred 1o as Bede duotations are tronslated by the
present writer,from the (th sdition, 1949, This is because, in
writing this chupler, I have been working from the nriginal,
wvhere so smch depends on Heldepper's original use of language.
Bt it does npot neceggarily indicate any substantisl disagreement
with Jobn Moeguarrvie snd Ydward Hobinson in thekr translation
of the work ("Being and Time", Loudon, H.C.Me 1962), It should
be noted that the various he'man editions of JeZ. diffexr slightly
wvith regard te pagination.
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The method which Heidegger wants to employ is called, hy
443 & 4 L k ul [T I - 2 A 3 s ]
Heldegper himgelf, Yphenomenology thie does net, in Heidepgger's
terminology, mean itnpt he disgtinguishes between the Yphenowmena®
apd an eventual "noumenal® world behind them, as Kant does, It is
rather a question ofa“disclosure of cssence® ("Wosensschau),
whereby we can apprehend the essential Deing of boing ("Sein des

3 1 )2 3 4 > Wiy st )
seienden' ), or the meaning of Deing ("Sinn des Seins®)’,

In ovder to reach this gorl Heldegger want bte iavestigate the
being which we ourselves ave, man's "Being-there" ("DAmein®). It is
important to notlee that it is ne anthvepolegical, hiologieal or
psychological study Heldegyer wants te meke. What he ig concerned
with is the fundamental struciure of mants Deing, nol its actual

appearance wyler differvent circumsianees.

1l 0f e ‘f:;?sgg&, Pie 2733? o

2o £t will be scen that we translate the substanbtive "Sciendeg®
by the noun “heing®, net with "entity® {Mocquarrvicfiobinson),
beeanse it presevves the connection with the participle "being"
and also with "Being® os @ translaition of the subgtantive “Sein®,

%o Heldeggerts background ig B, HMusserl's “phenomenology®, l.e. the
method by means of vhieh he, ithrough abslraction from the actunal,
conerete yeality of the phenemens, thought it poseible to prasp
their esgence or idea.  Put, unlike lusgerl, Heidegpger, who vanis
Ho dngquire into Belng itself, ecannol leave the question of
exisitence oubtside hig phenomenological consideration,
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X . N . 1 I
This means that the study is "ontological®™, not Yontie", Thig

corrvegponds again to the distinetion hetween the Yexisbentialia®

(vBxistenzialien), i.c. lhe styuebural chavacteristics of human

Being, end the existential {Yexistenzielle"),

{

iee. the actunl,

conbingent, realization of the fundsmental sivuefure in men's

[3 t?*
lives,

£

This choice of man's Deinp-theve as subject for the analysis

with a view te grasping Neing is not accidental. To approach

Being we have to address our question aboul

o speciflie beiug,

of

od
W

3

Lo

concerned with Deing itsell,

Heing has & pre—-cminenec.
That is to say, Neiap-therve, vhieh con
distinguished ontically, not only by the

tasan beings, but also by the faet that,

In this respect a being

the Being of heipg to

which nsks the question

Be ascribed to men only,
foeot that it is upique

in ivs Deing, it is

This Deing, with whieh Deing-theve is

coniceyned in its Being, is colled "exislence", "ihe Yeassence® of

12
5L

ng=there lieg in ils existence, Thus v follows that "existence®

ia the name of the specific mode of Being of Being-ithere. Fxislence

is o "possibility ... (se. Ffor Being—there) of heing itself or not itpelf®,”

Lo
Ze

Lo 4

D

Cfo LeZiey pPpelfifd,

Cfo Cofio, Salies De295.
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In hig attemnt to understond what Being=there ig Heidogper
tyfies to dispose entively of the traditionsl “Caviesian® notion
of the world as composed partly of apprehending suhjects {res
cogitong) and partly of the objeets to be apprehended (res
extensa). Ve must not vegard subject and object as two Forme of
Being, existing spatially heside each other and in principle
independent of each other, This Yduoalism® smst not, however, he
disposed of by man being made a piece of natore, Neither by the
anirit heing regavded as the only renl Velng.

Heing-there ig not a "oneness", but a Ydoality", an oviginal,
indigscluble combination of subject and object, an origival
"Heing-in-the-world®, The notion of an eapprehending snbject, an

"I® dlgolated from the surreunding world, is a wmisinterpretation of

the eseence of all real existence, It leads to a “depersonnlization®,

boceuse the person is primarily "agent®. Man's Yevhstance" iz hie

"evyistence" as “"Being-in-the-world", Yis cssence ig activity, as

w

existing is Relng-theve not within the condines ("Gehﬁu@e“) of

congeiousness”, but “out theve® Ywith' the things encowntered in the

world, We do notb apprehend the things in o disengapged
selentifiecality, but in an acling intercourse with them as utensils

{‘przeugam) . i

3,9 Cfo ¢€.‘§sgo, PPe }ﬁ:rszo
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The zeletion to the Being-there of other men is also sometbing
vhich is eriginally part of ny Belng-theve (‘*é{éa j(;‘sﬁiﬁiﬂi@;ﬁ@ Dasein"),
it is noth a thing that I can affirn or deny as it suiis 'ﬁ"[@’al

It g dmportant bo realize that the Deing of wan iﬁ.iyempnral.
it is un=gecured, thrown towards the fubure, It is throwm into
the "there of Deing~—there® not in ovdey to be in security, but
unavoidably to become, Man's basie attitode towards life is,
therefore, the “not-being-at-home? ("dos Unezubauvse, die
« P
Unheimliehkeit ),

This weans that the "not=yet¥, a Ycontinuing incenclusiveneass®,
belongs to the fundamental structure of %éingmtﬁmre, and thig is
conneebed with she faet that Being-there ag “thrown Heing"
(vgevorfenes Sein®) exists "towards ibte end”, that we ave thvewn
towards death as the "end of Being—there", TFor death ig not only

the sign of the ond of an unecertaln future; the unaveidability of

1. “"Yhe Beipg-in is Heivg~with the othev.?
UHedngewith determines existentially {"&Xiﬁ’ﬂeﬁ:&i%"} Beinge
there, alse when an other is net present and spprehended,
The Being-alone of Deing—there is also Being-with in the
world. seoBiging-~nlone is a deflcient mode ot Bednp-with,
its possibility is o proof of the latber¥, B.4., pp.1l18,120,

2 195 Sozo, p.]ﬁ%.

TR
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death means rather that all ouy Being is a Y"Being tnwa$&s its
and¥, "Helng-there dies in fact as leng as it @xi@tg“ql

The "throwness inte death? discloses iteself for Reing-there
in ®dread” ("Angst?), This is not the same as fear, i.c. fear
for this op that; It ig 2 "Tundanental gtate of wmind of
Nelng=there, the diseclosure of the fact thet Being-there as
thrown Yeing exists towawds its @uﬁ“ag

Now we munt netlee, bowever, that we by nature ayve apt te tvy
to escape from this fundarental condition of our existense into
an Yinauntheniic existence, He wlebh o lese ourselves in the
many things of everyday life, to dispose of the problems of life
by “talkY, never talking anyihing veally sericusly, This means
to lose oneself® in the "Ome® {WMan'), doing ov not doing a thing

L

. ‘ B
because this is wvhat "One® does, or does not.”

o Beles Dpe2578f.

Zo Bode , pe25l,
He "he "One'™ is hore used as o teanslation of the Gorman
“das Man®, eand it refers to the wse in fnglish of “one"
as an indefinite pronoun, e.fe in expressions like
fone doea",; Yone sayale
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Even death is thus token lightly. Ite real seriousness isg
pushed aside by remoarks about Yall having to die one day"™ ox by
curious or enwxious intevest in what will tuern ouil to be the
coupe of our deathi.

This is maﬁ"a"fa&lenneas"g his ruwnning away in front of
death, 7The "6ne" does not allow the Ygowrage to experience dreand
for death® 4o awism.l

A return to wante own time self is made possible through the
ecall of aonsciencd. Conscience ig the voige of Neing=there, ond
nnder ite call the “One" comes dtegether in itsell, rominding me
ag conaelence does that my Belng is a "Being towards death®,

When I die it ip not "One® vho dics, But my very self., I muot
toke over my-self. That is to say, I must declde, choose to be

myself. Hhe eell is a ecall to the Yauwthentic powereio-be-whole

of Heing—there", Lo bhe oneself “in the passionate, factusl

freedon towerds death, conselous of iteelf in dread, sel fyee from

the illusions of the ’Qﬂ@'"aa

2-@9 Cfo f‘ior‘v:og Fogﬁzko

WIS
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Consgience does not say anything concrete, *Consel enco
. o s 1 .
speaks only and alwayes in the wode of silonee, Pat just
thereby I am called back into "the silencedenssz of the existent
: 2
pover=Lo-=bet,
Thus we arve wmasked as goilty, independent of and preceding
every actual gingle guild, This is becsuse we ere always hound
by our thrownness and therehy hy the empitiness or nothingi.ss
which characterizes our Heinge-there, as Deing towards death.
1] : K P 3 *q . " 1 uﬁ ENs » . 2 2 n . Y 2
Heing=there is gudlty as sueli. How the point is fo geg this
and in free decision take over bhds “"groundlessness" (MYHodenlosighkeit").
This ie anthentic exisience,
Teying Lo see whal beaving this has wpon our previous
discussion of the relation bhetween facts and values and of whether
velue=judgenents convey knowledge, we have to beay in wmind that

Heidegper has nol, either in Sein und Yeit or elsevhere, written a

10 ﬁ;'z’ﬂ,, Pog??’@

SRt
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moral philnaﬂyhylo He is not dealing with the subject in question
for us, at least not explicity. Thus the seepe of his investigation
is not a concrebte, moral exposition of human existence {f.e,
"moralisch-exigtenziell®), but an analysis of it. fundamentsl
struaeture ("aﬁistﬁnzialﬁ Analybik ? ),

This wmeans that e.g. the ditference between asuthentici ty and
inauthentieity i prim&yiiy an ontological &iffeyeﬁn@eg Tuat it
does not exclude the nobion of authenticity as also an 6%@1@
possibility. And so it happens that fein und Zelt very often is
faterpreted, and we should gzay, rvightdy so, as “Yexistenzielle
Verkindigung®.

¥ven 47 ﬂ@i&@gg&f wants o maintainthat the term "auﬁhenticity"
does not signify any meoral value or obligation, bhut simply one
poasible way of Being in the werld, we venture to object 1o this
reservation, Tt mipght be diffiecelt to deny that the unse of the
name "anthentie of a way of Belng, iwplies that it is the pight
way oi PBelng. The osll frow congeience to awbthentic existence ig,

on the ontic level, a enll to lead the righl life.

1o €fe the gquestion from Heidegper's young friend just alter the
appearance of Sein uwnd Yedt, "When will you write an ithieg?®

We might suppesce that theve was a feeling that Heidepper's thowphtis

had got vexy wmuch o do with the life of wen, - but "what was
theilr ethieal consoqnences?®
See Uber den Uumanismus, 1946, §.%8,.

2. ch Ibid-%_“pggla -_ " r e k M

. T AR
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0f course, conseience doees not provide us with o get of moral
vaines, old or now; neither doeg it necessarily destroy
traditional Yvalues”, although it might do @o $ikh the way men
look at these valuess. The value, to the recognivion of which we
are called by congelence, is awthentiec existence itself, the
courageous oxisbence fase to face with desth and finitede,

The elemwent of evaluation ig present even on the ontologicoal
level, ihough not, of course, as a "moral® value (that bolengs to

the ontic level ), For, as we sav, "authenticity" is primawvily the

nane of an ontolopical possibility, revealed by “die Ixistenzie

alanalyge’,
This interpretation of the term Yauthentic® as evaluative ig
rendered plaunsible by Heidegger's own statements

YHut does thowve not at the roobt of the accemplished
ontologienl intevprotation of lhe exisience of Being-there,
lie a eceriain ontic notion of aubhentie existence, an
actual ideal of Being=there? Lt is in fact so. Thisg
fact must not only not he denied and admitited on compuleion,
but 14 must be uwnderstood in ite positive necesglity which
arises out of the thewaiical object of the 1nve@Laga£1ano
Philosgsophy will never rule oul its‘8presuppositions?®
neither does it admit them, only. It vnderstands the
presuppositions, and anites with ih@m that for whieh they
are presuppositions, to a penetrating display®.

i. o&'ﬁ., po)lﬁﬂ

‘aww
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Heddegger is quite willing to admit that lhe fundamentale
ontolegical problem whieh ir here developed, moves in a “eircle',

Thia suset in fact be g0, hecsnge all investigation is itself n

motde of Heling of Being-thore, And, in ilts Teing, Helng-there hes

already wnderstoed itselfl in certoin Yexistenzielle MUglichkeiten®.
Existence is thereby in one way or other, adequately or not,
"wmitverstonden'. Yoee, Y"every ontologically ecxplicit ﬁuﬁgfina
about the Hteing of Peing-there is already preparvad by the wode of
Being of Bﬁingmtherﬁo“l

Thug, sinee we do not want Ho deny o "eirele® (Heidepser finde
the term inadequate), the case could in a way be deseribed like thiss
*the idea of existence and Heing is as a vhole "presupposed® and
*afteorwards? Beinpethere is interpreted;, in order te gain the idea
of Baingo"g

Ve mast, however, be caveful H0 netice that thisg does not mean

that the "presupposition’ seyves as a kind of premiss {rom which
L i

other sentences about ihe Boing of Beinsetheoere are deduced by menna
&h e

iy

of the wmles of the logic of conseousncc. This would mean that, to
use the terms of the amalysts, a delibevate attempt was made to prove

the druth of o synthetic proposition by making it true hy definition.

le Befie; PPe31H,%512,

2e  Bads.. + PeBlh.
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Hat it is equally important to notice that existential analysis
cannot either "avoid" a “eivcele® in the pyoof, becsuse it does not
at all procced accovding o the rules of any "logic of consecquence®,
An introduetion of this way of spesking is totally alien to this
kind of ﬂh&iy@iﬁal

The presupposition of the existential anslysis in guestion
is rather a preceding wnderstanding which makes the "objecei' to be
interproted, i.e, Peipg-thore iitself geb n hearing, so that it can
itasell deeide whether this is the strueiluwre of eing which i+

]
discloses.”

To try to deny the civele, or to aveid it, in owvder o corry
through a styrictly scienvifice dnvestigation, is to bloek the access
to the Ueing of Heing-iheve. Yt ig itself o mode of Being of
Pelngethere, a confinement, asmwely, to the pradencs of the ®*One"
("Verssfindigheit" ), The prudence of the “OneY wants 4o confine
itseld to the experience of the "Faetual" heing ("SeiendeY), not
realizing that being ("Seiendes') can only then he "factually®

expericnced, when Belng ("Sein’) is alrceady understood,

1. {4 -%:é”’ }}%}oj:‘.!x}fo

Ze Yooetloes thisg pre-suppoging bave ithe character of an undervstanding
projection, in such a manner indeed that the interpretation by which
such an vnderstanding gebs developed, will let thati vhich ia to he
interpreted putb itself into words for the veyy fivst time, so that
it may deeide of its own accord wheilher, as the entity which it ig,
it has the state of Heing for vwhieh it has bheen disclosed in the
projection with regord to its formal amnects?", Sefie, " peilh,
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*rhe effort must rather nim at, originally and
totally, leaping into this “eirele®, in order to
enasure, already frowm the beginning, the {ull view of
the cirvele=like Deing of Helng-therve.”

It is alse o misconception of ithe task of an entologieal

analysis of Neipg-there to regerd it as confined to o “theoretical

subject”, which afterwards bhas to be completod from the "practical”

)

peint of view by an added "Hihics".™

]

We may bthng be justificd in holding that, sccording to lleidegger,
tha call to authentic existence grises out ef Ueing—there in a way
whieh ip disclosed hy the ontological analysis. An annlytic -
philosephical eritie will swrely Lind sufticient reasen to objeet
that there must here somewhere lie a surresiion, a gliding from an
indicative to the ilmperatige. In other words, a "npturalietic
fallacyYe

Bat, Jjudged av a eriticism of Heidepger's intention, this
objection hits off the mark, As it ig interpreted by uws, and in
our Lerms, lHeidegger's annlysis does not infer value jurdgements
from descriptive stubenents, The analysis in evaluative fron the
very beginniing. This does noi, hovewver, mean that it is not

descriptive,

1. uotfa, Pa):;

Boe UFo Belies pPpesdlil,
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This is just the poini atl issue,. We are heve on o level
vhere the geparation of deseription ond evalustion is impogsible,

. i .. .
We do not describe the “faeta"™ if we leave oulb Lthe evalunative

factor, we rather shul ourselves onl from thome

Lo might pevhaps deserve further underlining, that this does
not imply that Heidegger "fashions hig values" (or Yhis value®).

He cextainly "Tinds itY, But this finding is possible onl, for
him who is already evaluntively engaged, It is only for him
Beinp-thiere discloses itsell,

It wmight not be ioappropricte to characterize this view as
Yeognitive', Irom an ethical peoint ol view. its value judgement
conveys lmowvledge whieh elaims 4o be true,

It is, bhowever, more dubitable whether we can apply torms like
“theoretical' and Yobjective! to this apprehension of values. These
cerms belong to a mode of dipcourse which ds very different {rom
Heidegger®s andlysig, and wnable to penetrate to llming-theve and
Being itself. Dot this does net bring the viev auny nearer {o that
of ethical non-cognitivism, It rather, if we anderstand it

rightly, widens the gap bhetween them.

Heidegeey uses the bterm “ael" e.p. in connection with conscience,
fat "the demand for an 'indactive, empirvical proaf? of the
"factuality® of the conseignce and the legitimaey of its 'voice!
rests on an ontolegical invorsion of the phenomenon". Se¥e, Pe269,

Sk
-]
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B Proedom and Values in Jof. “arlrg.

We have seen that the existential aﬁalysiﬁ of M, Heidegpey
provides a new context for en understanding of the relation belwoeen
Yact ond value, in which they cen he seen to be united, and not
seporated,.

Yhat is the pleture if we buyn bto the other main exponent of
existentinlist philesephy, J.P. Hartre?  Can his work, teo, pive
a eonbtribution te sur understoniing of the relation bhebween fact
amwd value as & unity?

To many it would sewn obviocus ihat ihis could not be the case.
for it is first of all sowme striking passages in ithe workd of “artre
whiel have given rise to the opinion ihat there is o prest similarity
between Lhe sthical lhought of ihe snalysts and some features of the
thouphts of lhe existentialiasts,

Speaking of the edliical dmplications of hias philosephy in

: 5 1 . . . . . ‘
Lubre et 1e Neant he pubs kis view in a way which jmweniately leaps

Lo the ¢ye as egually vepresenintive of ihe ethics of the successors

of lume: MOatology ilsoclf can not formulate ebbical precepls. It

o

8 concerned solel bl wiia h e, and we cannot pousibly derive
9 i 7

1 Litre et le Neapl, 194%, herveafter referved to ag H.M The
qnotations are from the ¥nglish tramsiation, 1997, Being and
nothingness, Hewve pp.thihi,
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imperatives from ontolegy's indicatives®. e are “conderned to
he free", and have to create our owvn values.

his secema te come very near to what R.M. Hare is saying.
Yor him, too, "freedom" is & very important concepb, though he ig
dealing with it only in so far as it is a fealure of osury vae of
moral language. The "gap" betuveen Facitual statencents and
Judgements of value, batween indicatives and dmpevatives, is the

freedom of vhich lave is speaking as g linguistic philosopher,

Nereedom™ is thus a linpuwistic lopgieal concept, whatever clge
it might also beo It says that nelther Jlansueage nor logic cen
provide any necesgary link between a set of factuel premisses and
o certain woral conclusion, and that we eannet therefore be forced
by our moral cencepbs to make a paritienlar value judgement in a
given caseo

To Fform a moral conelusion means, for longuage ressons, to
make a Ffree decision of how one wonte to use the moral tern in
question,  Yhe only liwit to this freedom is bthe dremand fory
Jogienl consistency.

Ig it, then, ihe same, or a vrelated use of the berm “frecdom!
whieh ocenrs in the thoughis of J=P.Yarire? To sce vhether this
is in faet w6, we have, to some exitent, to siudy the uvse of the

conecept in “artre's thought as a whole,



e

&l

Qartre’s storting peint in V.M, is .an analysis of +the

D enomenone HNot of lanpuage, as it was fox lare, for instace,.

The firvet atey in this analyesis lg the reduetion of the |
phenomenon 4o the series of appearances throvzh whieh 11 manifests
iteelf”,  That means an aholition o¥ the ¥antian cencept of the

-

phenomoenon ag "Erscheimummg! with & "Ding ap sich" hebind. The

£
* i~ x =
vhenomenon is vhat apyrore. It exisis gue appearance .

Thig is not to =ay that the heing eof the appenrance iz ita
appearing., This would only mean Horkeley's “"Ysse est percipi”,
put in a new way. And Ssrive’s intoption ig not to mamintain a
Herkeleyan idealisme

{n the contrary, vatber, Sartve holds that the appearances of
the phenomenon from an onbolegical peint of view demands o heing

n
which dig not itself an appearance, but something ﬁraﬁsyhﬂnﬁmenaljo

We arvive at thig trangphenowenal being by geing backwards from

the percepiion to the perceiving suhjeet. The "pereipi? vefers to a

pereiniens, This subject is not itsclfd perceived or cxpevienced,

N

it siwply ise The beinyg of the pereipiens is "consciounsness", This

[N
]

what “arire alse calls Yheing for—itself", oy simply the "for-itself"

:,!. o e:si‘ ES Al Q:N.. 9 fj e?&:l.Vo

e Cie .;.':;oi’\}‘u, Pole
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=

{"le pouresoi®). In consciousness “arire sees a being which is
not itself subject to koowledge, hut which Tounds it
Rov “artre holds {following Husserl) that consciousness is

alvays consciousness of somathing. This deec nov mean that
congelousness is constitutive of the being of its objects, but that
consciougness in its nature is a relation to o transcendent being,
randeendent” does 1o%t heve wmean Ytransconding the empirieal
world", but "transcending consciousness",)  That is, from this
stotement abould congclouspess we can infer that there is enother fowm
of heingo "Conseclousness implies in its being o non-conscious and

: : Ty sd ul
transphenomenal heing',

"o spy thal consciounsness is conseiousness of sowething
ig to say thed it muet produce ivsel? as o vevealederoevelation
of o being which is not 1t and which gives itseld as already

2 + » . 2]
existing when conseionaness roveals itY.~
rarire holds that Heldegger's definition of Darseln could he
applied to consciousness as well, bat it would have to be complebeds
"Gongeionsness [asein, respo) is a being sveh thab in its being,

its being is in question [this is vhere Heidegger stops] in =0 for

LY

-z
as this beiung implies a heing other than itselfn”’,
Lo }5.1_"‘;;&5 pelo
do  libidem,

30 Aihidenm,
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{6 must boe stressed vhal this being is the transphenomenal

fls

being of the phenomens, bt is no noumenal being whielh ig hadden

behind the pbenomena, L simply means that the "being of thal which

appears does not exist only in so ¥Yev as it agnears, The
* R e AT PRt et 12N i 1

trangsphenomensl belng of vbhat exiets for consciousness is itself

¥

- ) 3 :ﬂ- v T L 4 * - 4 * -
in dtseli®, Hepnce the name Yhelng iue-itseld®, or ihe "ine=self®
{"le en-s0i") as the nwse of the belung of all that is net
consclousness,
A erueial point in thoe thoughts of Sferire is the assertion that

- . 2 . . .
nop~heing bas objeclive exisience , The existence of mnon-being
can be shown in the following way: tuestioning & being about itls

3

way of bheing or about ite being we will get o reply which ig¢ a2 Yyes®
or a "noY, (ﬁven if the gquestion on ithe Foco of il docs not pormit
o negabive veply, a negative veply in one foxm or ancbther is still
always possible.) iundeed, what Jdistinguishes the question from
sifivwation or negation is just the existence of these two
gontradictory and egually objective possibilities,

Chus,witile in pursuil of being, we suddenly find that the very

guestion aboul being shows that wve arve Yencompassed with nothingness'.

1o fbidem.

25 {F o }é"g}}i&g '_{}oﬁo



"hoe permanent possibilit of non<heing, outsids and
within, conditions our question about being, rurthermore
it is nop-being which is going vo limit the reply. " Tat
being will be wust of necessity arvise on the bagig of what
jt_dis not. hatever being is, it will allow this forwulatipn:

"Heing is that and oubside of thai, ﬂgﬁhiﬁgq"l

pomnns

The means by which congeicugnsss, or beling for-ilselfl,

constitutes itseld, is a nihilation (ncantisation) of the in-ituelf,

and what is in itseld is not only external objects, but also the

For-—itself's own poste

"For the for-itsclf, Lo he is to nihilate the ip-itseld
which it ig, Under these conditions freedom can bLe nething
other than this nihilation, It is through this that the
for-itgelf cscapes ils being as ite essence; it is through
this that the for-iitselil is always semething other than whatb
can he gaid of ite V¥or in the fival analyeis the fer-itself
is the one which cscppes this very denomination, the one which
is alrveady beyond the name whiek is given to it, beyond the
property whieh is weecopuized in i, To say that the
for-itself hag to be what it is, to say that it is what it is
not while not being what it ds, to say that in it exislence
precedes and conditions essence c.. all this is to say one and
the same thing: +to be awore that man is Iree, Indeed, by
the sole faet that I am censcious of the causes which inspirve
sy action, Lhese causes ave already transcendent obhjects for
my conscionsness; +they are ouniside. In vain shell I seel
to ecateh hold of them;y L escape them by my very existence,

I am condemmed fo exist forever beyomd my esaepce, heyond the
causes and motives of my actl. I am comdemued Lo he {ree,
This wmeans that no liwdits Lo wy freedom can be found except
freedom itsell, or, il you prcier, thatl we ave not free to
cease being frec. To the extent thot the fox—itself wiehes
to hide its own nothingness from itseld and to incovporate the
in=itself as its true mode of being, it is trying alsoe te hide
1t frecdom frow ibeellV,”

1

2

o

Hoiles DoJe
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This means that the things have no slability ox identity.
They ean be "anything", Their appearance of scability and identity

is something we have atiributed te them.,  Neithoer ie ilierce any

o

constant human snalure which fovms the basis ol the Lwdividua
there is only an ahbselute free conselousness, v is this free
congciougness whieh atirvibutes meaning to the contingoent oxistonce.
Beestse exisbence ig there without any reason, without our
possibility ol seying why it is, This wmeans thal anything can
happen, there is no palttern, no e ox sot of rales,

Theye aresthen;ne rules Yor our conduct, no wmoval novms ov
slandards, and ne values, in the pursait ol which we could decide
on nhow we ought to aect, We have te create our own values ond decide
ot oux own rules, with no assistance Lrom anythiny outside or inside
ourselves,

The Sovitrvean exisltontialiss ig dedinitely atheisticl and this
ig signiilicant for Sarire’s concephion of values, 1% God gdid
existy there would atill be a possibility of finding valuves which

were valid a priowi, God beiny the infinite and perfect

consciousness that could thinlk these values.

I See L'lxisbtentialisme esth un hwanisme, 1946,
Poplish translation, Lxistentialign and Mumanisi, 1948, pp.33%.




Bab as it ie, there are only wen upon the plane vhere we,
AVEe X6W,

The situation pleiured by Dostoleveky, saviang that, "if God
did not exist, everybhing would bhe permivted”®, in infeed oux
situations Thig is the all-determinivg sturting point for Sprive'sg
thinking. He divine will com, according fo tartre, provide us with
any velues or commands wideh could legitimine ouy hohoviour,

Ho deverministic theory onn be cstablished, which could
explain ouy action by referring to o lmman soature in general, or to
any special physical or psychical natwre, to influence frow iLhe

surrounlinyg society, or to anything else,

1]

Savidre in this comneciion alwost mocking atl the Vrench secular

morality eof the last docades of the LYth century, which was huilt on
the assumption thot unothing would be chonged i God did neti exist,
Yor geriain moral values had still their a priori existbence in an

, W ey _ 1
intellipgible heaven .

The weaning of the phrases "Moan ig freecdowm”, and "Mon is
. , 2 . . . , .

condemned to he free", is that man is threwn into iLhe vorld, he did
noi, create bimself. sAnd at the sawe time he is toilally responsible
for all he is doing. He is forced to ael and thereby o create

ritles whieh claim to have universsl validity, In g0 far as woralidy

1. Bee bele pedie

R4
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is a watber of excation snd inventien it can be compared to the
work of axi, The avtist® docs nob work agcovding to auy pree-

eastablished sesthetic values, e eyentes his pictuve, and the

values appeny vhen the work is dmneul

Huty as we saw, in bis moral seotl (aty nan i noi only aeting
for himself and creating s own rulese lie ig in Jael seyving that
the law he invents is miuding Jor all mankind, snd wan is furither
vesponsible Fer all the effcets of his cholces and achiong,

Yheve ip in all this no possible jusii:ication for what wman io
Going. Ho explanation, no exeuse can e given Yor mon's cheice
of values, for his acilons. Yaggion is no explanation for man's
aeiions eilher. For amn is responsible for his own passion,

Yhis means that all guestions of wmorelily and values belong to
the ontic level exclusively, i.e. bhey deal only with that which ig
creatod by man clone, On the ontologienl plone theve is nothing teo
he said o) values. We could, therefore, choracterize Fartire's viev
by saying at, sccording bto hiwm, theve is no ontological Lasis

whatever for our valuces and aectionge

1o Bee lelie, pekQe
Cls ihe situelion of “wrire's pupil wvhe, during ithe war, sought
fartre's advice, whethoer he shounld aley in France ond belp his
wother, or go to agland and Join the Yree French fovcees, The
stident could not get any other snswer than the one, that he had
to invent bis own law.  Ne esteblished rdes could possibly
help him, e liale ppeBoEs,



Man expeviences this wnlimited freedom of lide in anpuish.
. . . [ 3] 4 ') “f . . g 1
Anpuieh is mon's sense of complete and profound resvonsibillity”,
viien he realizes that he has to aet as a legislotor Tor the whole
of monkind, ithout having the least proof that he has the right
to do 8o, and without any reagon for the choice of valuney which
pEs
he nolies,
",_;’ ¥ e 1 " o .(3.,,{‘14 }{ ) 1 oy 11 L L ,’; ] ,.% }Q ek 3 N \ Yy ¢
Man ig always frres fe s no means by which he ean eseape
Ffreedone Yuh man has, nevertheless, a degire to tyy and run awvay
from the aupuish which he experiences when he reaslizes his freedon,
o brices, therefore, to conceal his {reedom, and actually the

conbingency of nll existence,

ite may try 4o roationalize continpsney and give unity to the

manifold by measns of laws of sciende. tmt the worild of mcience
ig itsell avhitrary, constructed in order to wake it possible fox

ran o escape from a totally arbitrary process.

Man monnges by means of mapgie, d.e. mevely by nroncuncing
certain words, bo decide thal thero nve cons bant abjects, absolute
angt vnchangeable nerns. And he may tey and lay a more selid
foundotion For his magie by bullding & metaphysic. That is, he
gives life to o higher world by means of concepts whieh ave, in
fact, ouply. Man doos all this in owder te hide the nothingness

of all lheve ise

1. CTe 35‘23&3'. p.'_"}ﬂ-

Be  Cfe Baile, pe3le
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As Fay as wan's aclions ave concerned, all attempts to
explain Lhem in terma of a eausal rolotionship hetween motives
and actiens are "had faith, or sclfedeception {(Mmavvaise foi%),

Dotermivism is on instence of this bad “nitn, It denies
the break envsed by the nihilating sctivity of conscionancss,
vhat i1t wants be establish in ourselves is & conlimiidly witheut
breal of existence~ineiiself,

This takes place, psycholopieally, when epe tries to vepgard
yeasons ami motives as things, when one toakes them as conslonts.
tne would like to convinee oneself that the mobive of onc's action

3o what it wage  Decause the motive counld then pass frowm one's

past conscionsness 1o one's prescnt, relaiuving its fall foveo.

In this case 34 would inhebid conseiousness, il tiiis is

equivalent Lo Jiving essence to heing foveibself,

Man is, however, iree just becouse hoils not "itselfv, A
heing whieh is what it ig, would not bhe free. Freedom is just the
wihingness vhich is ereated in man, and which cewpels bhim to

3 » » 5 . 3\. “ -
cronte himeself, instcad of heing. As we saw , Fov wan to he is to

choose onesely, becanse nething comes to man from withouwt, nor

From within,

1o €Fo Jiole, polthD,
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¢ are Ling, by the rdhilatin, activity of tie Ffoveibtsslf,

separnbed irow wiabh is in itselfl, “herefore we are free, and
this freedom remains unidl death reaches ng and putle an end {o
all e poscibiliiies vhidel lie in t4h¢ ndhilating weiivily of
the for-=itseli, Undy when woe de can we become an ebhing wiich
ig in dtselfy Yor then ecounsciasusness cannol ayy lonjcyr revint ouw
becoming identical with oursclves, amd olhers may wsalie pure objects
61 Ve

The conceplion of death in “arirvels thouwphts is interesting
in i1tg warked Jdifference frow oeldagper's conception of it Their
vicws may be pul bhriefly like thie: Yor steideggey the contre of
inkerest les in deaihs Seash is #he source of dread and Lo exigl

i authentielty weans, therefore, Lo chnose to face denth, in the

a2

weaning of choosing bo "cllow the dyead {or death Lo arvise"

°

1

while Yor Tavtre it is choice itself {or self-tronscendence) whi

18 bhe primary necessily. viee Lt is whe neeeesily of dreeiding

wiieh chuses aupuishe o phab, For farire, auwthentie cxistonce
means Lo ¢hoase face Lo face with death {not, as Lor cidegger,
to cloose Lo face deathjo

A opwin charsoeveristic oi heinpy Jor-itbsclf dsg, ar “arire sces
it, a desive to try and pub an end to the nothingness Lhat it s,
it wishes to siop nihilating the In-=itsclf, bui at the sume time

it does not want to cease heing foee consciousness.
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Thns the fundamental iancentive in the solf-transcendonee of
the for-itaelf is an incontive to un}%o that which ig for itgelf
with what ig in itwelf, Pat this dincendive will never lead +to

the geal, becanse 1t is gelf-contradictory,

In this in vwnt:w@ however, lies lhe basis of values, The

Y

hiphest value ig just this impogsible union of the for-ibaels
and the in=ibself,
The dden of a consclous heing in-itseld, 1.0, the idea of the
pevfect, is the iden of Gode
“ihe funwlamental value which aresides over this
sroject {seile. of the foreitsel#) is exacily the in-itself.
For-=itseld, thal is, the ideal of » conseiousness which would
he the foundation of its own belnpg-in=itsel? by the pure
conscioneness which it would have of itamelf, it is thisg
ideal whieh ecan be ecalled God, “hiag Lhe best way to conceive
of the fundamental projeet of buman veality is 4o say thet moan
is the being whose pr@gect is to ha Gode esolivd, value and

gupreme end of transcendenes, vepresents the sermanent limib
in terns of which nan mahes known to himsell vhat he ig%e

et bo say that God exiets, is to express a self-contradictory
senboiee, Man'e effort 4o becowe God is, therefore, in vain.
“ocouse the effort of the For-itself is a vein effovt 4o
realize itself ae conscious being in-iteelf, it cin attenpt to do
this in o ecountliess nuwmber of ways. “an is, therefore, the souree
his own seb of wvalues, of his own mornl lawv, There is no

Yhumen nature® whiech forces ug to nct in a ceoeytain way. VWhat

Lo éig}g@g’g }}oﬁﬁ@c
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we do, ig done in complete freadom.

Man is thus vesponsible in an ahsoluie sensc, Yo ave also

s

resgpongible for our own situation. Han ereates hig own histowrieal

P

situntion through s choice of o goal for history,.

It seeme obvious, that a view which nakes values subjeet to

x

a personal choiece, and thereby deeclares one value as pood ag any
other, onpens Fovr & nihiligm.

Already in Xe.N. hewever, “avire mekes seme rescervetions agaings
this censcquence, even i¥ it is only interveogatorily.

"Hat oentology and existential paychoannlyeis .. must
reveal te tho woral apent thati he iz the being by viom valaes
existe, It is then that his freedom will bLecowe conscious of
itseld and will reveal itscli in onguish as the uwnique souree
of valune and the notbhingness by whieh the world exists. Ag
soon as freedom discovers the quest for bDlur amt the
appropriation of the in-itself as its own ypossibles, it will
apprehend by awd in amgnish that thcy are poszibles only on
the ground of the possibility of other posvibles, faad
hitherto although poszibles could bLe chosen and rejeecteod
ad libitum, the theme wivieh wmade the unitv of all choices of

possibles was the valuve oy the ideal prescnce of Lhe ens canga sui,

Vhat will become of freedom if it duins its bach npon this
value? eoo  Will Ffreedom by the very fset ihat it apprehends
itseld o o freodom in relotion o itsclf, he able to put an
end to the veign of ihig value?

In perticular is it poswible Yor freaedow Lo take itseld
for a value as the source of all voluwe, or wust it necessaiily
he defined in velation 4o a transcendent value whieh bauonts 169
o068

In payticular will freedom Ly +toking
ecseape all situabion? ...

Or will it sitvate itecli so wumeh the more preciselyv and
the pore individuelly as it projeeis itscelfd further in anguigh

itael? for sn end

ag conditioned ¥reedow and sccepbes move fully its responsibility

as an existent by whom the world eomes inte being"l

te }QON.’ DPho 627£o
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o

These are questions which bhelong to the aren of othieal
problems, says Sartre, and can only get their snswer there,

“artre prowises ho undertake the task of treating them in a
separate work which has not yetb appeurad,

Vivtually, hovever, “artre may he snpld o have answered hisg
guestionz, His Jine of thought becowes guite clear, for instanee
and above all in H.H. VWhile eavlier, as we have seen, th. c¢ffort
of consclounsness Lo reach a cexridnin perfectien was the suprene
value, freedom is now definitely this wvalue,

Freedom is not {any more) enly o charncterictic of
consciongness, witheuni value implications, It is itsell a value
1o be realized hy man.

Cartye uses great effort te redate the sccusaiion of
subjeciiviame, The free choice what to de is ne suv.jecltive eaprice,
1t is not true that it does not matter vhat { do, “venn 1T there
are no o priori values which I choose, it watiers very mmeh what

. , X . s s . . | .
Y odo, Vor my cholce Yinvelves mankind in its entivety" . The

one obligabion L am und~r, is, therefore, to chooge,

"Vor, when I coniroent o real gitveiion .. I vm ohliged fo
a - {
choose wy atiitude Lo ithd,

Loeey to say that I must mabe a fyrec cholce, is not just te

witer a desemiptive statement,; but Lo express an ohligation asg well,

},e &L‘}kp’ 13.’%80

€

» ibiden.



195

further, it is noi trune, “artre ssys, thot he canvoet judpe
obthery in their choica.

Certainly, he canpol judge o wman's cholee on the basie of a
validity of ceriain purpeses rathor thsn others, but e can judge
His gingerid i
his gincerdty .

e ]

First, this has & lepgieal side: ¥ @ mon tries to deceive
Wimseld by hiding the fact that hig sgituntion ilg one of "free
choice withoui excuse apd without help', iaking "relfuge hehind the
excuse ol his passiens, or by inventing some deteorsinistic doctrine’
Lomight judge his procednre as erronecus,

The same o plies if & mon seys that cerlain values ave
inenmbent upon hime This is pimply contradictory o saying that
he wills these values,

tut the judgement of others hos ¢ moral side as well,

"X can pronounces a moral judgoment. Tor I declaxe
that freedam, in vespeet of eoncrele cireumsiances, can
have no other end and ailw hut itsclly and when onee a
man hag seen that values depend upon himselfd, iu that
state of Yorsnhennoss he can will only one Léjhh, and
that is freedom as the Ffoundation of all values, That
does net mean thay he wills i4 in the abglraeils it
simply means Lthat the aclions of men of good falth have,
ag bhedr uloimate significance, the goests of [reedom
itselld a8 such, coe W& will freedom Tor frvcedom's sske,
and in and through particnlar circumsiances. And in
tims willing frecdom we digeover thet it depends entively

le  Bee liJe, ppe 508,
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upon the frecdow of others vnd that the frecdom of othews
depends vpon our own' L,

At it s impeytant te netice the infevence which vartro

maltes in the following passage:
whe ther he onght Lo stay with his wmother or join the Iree
YConseguently, wh(m I recognize, as entirely aunthentie,
that wan ks o belng whose exisience precedes his egeenceo,
and that he ig a free being who carmnt, in any cirveumstnnees,
bal will bLis freedom, at the same time I realisce that will
to freodom which ig implied in freedowm itself; I can foxm
Jwidponents upon thoge wio seek Lo hide Fiom bLhoemselves Lhe
witolly vo}iuntm‘y upnture of their oxistence and its complete
freedom” .~

Bo, although man can nowhere find any speciiie rules or values
imposed upon him, this is not, acecording to “arire, all bthere is to
ey about it

"hus, although the content of mprality is variable,
> . =
a ecertain Yoym of (hils wovelity is widversal'.

-, r,‘.u 3

e A T e T T T O I s Ree Foeeed ol i S

In Y ihis Conaecdion Cavire apain mentiosne the siudent who askad
whe Lher he ought Lo stay with his wmother or join the vee [ rauch
COECEE, Lo have no weans of judging Jee content of hie cholce,

'l wr

The contenl is alwavs concrele, and therefove unprodictable; it

has always Lo he invented, "The one thing,, thal counts, is to know
whe they dhe inveniion is wode in the nome of {reedon', {the

' L
sentence underlined by me), t

1 ° 1:33 Loy por‘))o ' ' 3~ Ib:dQM_.
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In other contexts Sertre i8 evon inclined to Jedwee cerdain
politienl consequences of the notion of freedom as the suprene
value. This reladon, or any relation at all, hetween freedon
and particular resalimations of whis volue need nol concern us
hore, “het is of ilmporiante from ewr point of view is that
“artye quite eleavly seems te think that he esn say vhat he says
about freedowm as value, on the basies of his ontelozical analysis,

That is to say, even if the value of freedom iy net based upon

the Yessenee" of man, or npen & universal huwan "nalvre”, it is

. . P v . e » * l .
$till based upon a "haman universnlity of condition™ ., ¥t ir hased

upon the characteristic of conseionsness, thot, namely of being

Froee Consciousness.

fraaii’}

F this interpretation of what “artrve save, explicitly o

implieitly, is corvect, ve might say that from one peint of view

o

freadom is o necessary bhuman condition, tut fyram another point of

viaw thie necessary human condition ig idself a dewmond, namely, that

rapwe

h
B

we shall asswee it,
@ . . . R
At above” we saw shat cavtre in the end geems bo derive his
right te judges thosce whoe refuse Yo assume their froedom, from the

Fact thot man is a being whose existence precedes his essence,

1. }%:p:’:i,g_g Pol&ée

2 Cfe the quotation frem Lelle, peF2e above pp. 1957,
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It might be easy, of couwse, to gay that Saritre mokes a
surreptitious inference, that it is simply {deliberately or
uneonsciously) by a twist of the hend that he mannges to turn
the descriptive term "freedom" into an evaluative ono.

Int is this a fely description of Sartre'es case? Is it net
mich more the ease that these two aspects are present, more or
less, all the tine? Is there not already an element of evaluntion
in the gtatement that frecdom is rvecopgnized in anguish?  Why not
rathex in total indifference, foxr instance?

It seems that in a wvay an anti-egsentialism like that of
sartre ends with a cextain contradiction of its own startipg point,
The old Yideas” and “essences” are abandoned. fut in the end weo
meeds with o new iden, or set of ideas, and nev cssences {even if
these are texrms that Sarive and others holding the smme views would
not aceept)o

This does not necessarily wmean that Ffartre has left his original
way of thinking., Xt might be that pll existentialist thinking
must neecespaxily stand in a paradoxical vrelation to ite own
starting peint (as Hierkegonrd was alse aware of: "I think,
therefore I am not"). Xee., thinking is havdly possible if we should

practice a congeguent antl-esgsentialism.



199

And must we not undergtand this "in its positive neceseity®
(4o borrow Heidegger's expression used in a partly different
connection). Thue we @ight be able to understand how the notion
of freedom as virtvally on a priori value con oceur in a kind of
thinking like that of J. =Fe Savire,

This means, Lo return to the comparison hetween Yartre and
Rella Have, For instance, that there ig certainly an agreement in
so ¥or as hoth hold that won is the auvther of his own set of moval
valuos, ‘These values have no validity of their owne. This is
man's {reedom as o moral agent,

The erueial peint ig, bowever, that for H.M., Have thiec is a
feature of our language, snd that the failuore to notice this
freedon is o mistake {thot is at least all he can say as a
philosepher), For Parire on the other hand fresdom is a feature of
the human condition, and iiself a demand, seo that the refusal to
accept this freedom in the utmost sincerity mokes man subject to
a moral judgementd.

Freedom is not only the forwal side of wmorslity, even if farive
himself seoms b0 want to sgy this of his view, VWhat Savire judges
in o pevson who disguiges his freedom, is the leck of sinecerity,
and even i¥ sincerity cannot justify a cerisin cheice, ia it not o

spbatantial pardé of any choice which is made in its nome?
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Thus we think it can be sald that existentialism as a wvhole

opens up a nev way of loeoking at the preblem of fact and value,

It supgests e nev contoxt in which wmoral lanpuage con bhe

analysed and in which fact and value ecan be understood as o unity.
Yox it would seem that the possible unity of fact and value reslides
somehow in man's existentierl relation to the world.

Therefore it is not true that existentialiam ie in ultinmate
agreement with analytical philosophy in the latter's separation
of fact and value, It is move tiue to ssy that there is sonme
affinity bevtweoen existentialiasn end that {eature of H.M. Ilave's
thought wvhieh was indieated by hip concept of “hlikY,

Te gay that existentialism suggests a possible now way of
looking at the velation between fact and valune does net necessarily
mean, however, that we sccept existentislism as a whole in any of its
foxms, lot alone that it should be considered as excluding all
other forme of thinldug,

hat we meinbain is that existentialism points te an olement
vhich we must take account of in our vhinking and which might have

a bearing pavticularly on the understanding of ouy problam.
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The existential and ontological dimension of theological language.

dJohn Moeguarrio.

One writer who had doveloped elements of ewiglentialist
thonght more gystematically within the wider context of
reasoned discourse is John Moeguarrie, Iis work is wovrth dealing
with in some detail, because of the guite direect way in which it

g 1

relates to our problon.

Iniluenced, in thought and terminology, by contemporsyy
oxiotentianlist philosophy he arpues that all disconrse expresses

. 2 . . .
exightence or “being=in-the-world®”, That existence ig "heing-in-

3

the-world" means that it is alveys "self and wovld togethery,
Macguarrioe admits thai

Paeo it is nlways possiblce te dim down whatever belongs to
the side of the geld, ov to personal being, such as feeling,
volition, value-judgeuent, concern and se on, so that the
gelf remains as g meve point, a cognitive subjeet which
stonds over againgt its object. see The spectator doesg
not express Ytotal existence's Vhat finds expression in
his utberance is simply a veport off the 'objeetive factng.
These, in imrn, ave obviously never moro than an
abstraction frem "total existence®, that is to soy, from

1., ‘Yhis is the case first of all with his book God-talk, 1967,
and it is with that book we shall be dealing in this chapier.

De CEa ;ihi.(iem, po?lo



the full range of haingminmthenworld"l.

at, holding that existence is always self and world ta&ether;
Hacguarrie stresses that Yeven in discourse where the mode of
expregsion abgtracts most from the seld, seme element of concern

‘ 2 ,
and evaluation cannot be entirvely abseniv,  In support of this
view he refers to the avgumend of Michael Polanyi, who insists
"that there is o porsonal factor in all knowing, and that even
gelentific uwnderstanding invelves personal participation, without
b
thereby becoming mevely subjective“”-

And Hedidegper, eowparing two other kinds of discourse, is
guoted ns saying that Ymathomaties is nol more vigorous than
historielogy, but only narvower, because the existential Foundations
reloevant for it lie within a norrower rang@".&

It ip Macguorrie's view, ag 1t is ours, that the fatol thing
oceurs only wvhen these more abstract kinds of dimcnurse (“abmtraét“)
beeauge they abstxact Ffrom the fuil,Tnnge‘of exigtence) are
abgolutizged, and whoen it is preguppased that they show us all that

there "really ia®e "his is what happens e.p. when language which

Lo Ibidem,., pe09.
2o  Ihidem, p.70.
3¢  Abiden.

k. Ibiden, p.71.
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claims bo express total oxistence is considered to bhave only
enotive oy subjective meaning, and no cognitive significence.
Ingo far as lanpguage is concerned with understanding it is

alvays, Moequarrie thinks, represgsenting semething. That ia to

say, it stands for some person or thing or state of affaivs that

ig pointed at or velerred to. Now, theve night he different

nodes of rpepresentation. What we are doing in “abstwract" digcourse
is to restxict the representation to universal and objective
chavacteriptics, such as size, wass, shape and the like.

But there are other modes of representation, "in which we
peek to represent wvhat we are talking about in the most concrete
way, including such characteristics as may be at least parily
dependent on our own relation to what we ave talking aheut"el
These modes might speak of e.g. beauty, Maequarrie says, and they
might prosumably speak of mowal values as well,.

llow, then, do we become aware of these characteristics thotv
we seek Lo represent im value longnage, for instance? {("Value
languape" being our cxpression, not Maequavrie's).

Moncguarrie thipnks that we cannot abandon the concept of

intuition in this contiexte He holds that intuition is

1o Ibideim,., D73
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indispenseble in all discourse, or rather ag a velation
underlying all discourse. Uiscourse is communication, and for
it to be possible there must be “wore diveet and fundamental
velations than the wediate one of language between the spisker
and the two other tevms of the dipeourse situation® (iecs the
2 I - * - l
person to_whom is spoken, and that of which it is spoken) .
Thig intuition is the seme 28 man's openness in his being=ine
the=world,
Mocquorrie elaims thot this intuition cannot be vegtricted
* T + Y—" . -
wo the perception oi objects tgpugh B8ENSE EXPOrienCee There ig
another kind of intuition. What he has in mind is what the
exintentialists have aalled "aflcetive stntes™, such asg anxiety.
“ihese affective states boo ave intuitions, discloming
existence in tho world, and making aeceseible structures
that can be broupght to cxpression in lanpgusge. Thepe strucinres
are not like the objects intuited through the senses, but we
might claim that they are of an even move fundamental kind,
gince they have to do with what we have cealled "Hotal
existenco', and embrace both subject and objects But fox
this reason, they can never he nhjeetifiadé and we ave
awvare of them only throupgh pariicipation®.
It ip our opindion tiat nothing in this avpuemkt hongs on the
actual terms "anxiety" and "belnpgeinethe-world? and oiher parts

of the terminologieal apparatus which Macyuarrie hes got from the

exiatentinlists.

1. Ibidon, pe76,

2 [ ] Ihi deﬁ_’ A
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What he has laid hold on is the fact that there arve struciuros
of veality which we can become aware of threugh intmition, but
which are not demonstrable like the eobseyvable objects of sense
pereeption, becouse they bhelong to the relution between subjeot
and objeet.

That is to ssy, there are moder of awareness which are neither
purely subjcetive ner purely objective, hecausge they digeclose
siteations in which we ourselves ave iunvolved, and whieh therefore
have a “econprehepsive" character {the term ip Karl Jasyar's).l

it is within this framework ikat we mmet scelk an
understanding of theological languoge,

Theredora, ¢o.ge the emotive theory of the meaning of
theological language will not do, according to Macquarrie. this
theory is really a prejudgement of the ecase, and against such
prejudgenents,

"eos 4t must he maintained that ... the alfcetive
ptotes ox moods that we have tslked about, ... afford

disclesures of existonce which, just as mueh as what is
disclosed in senswons intuition, have some cognitive
significance that can bhe brought to expressiony though
adnitbedly the mode of expression will be more complex
than whet is involved in pointing te the observehle but
not vevy oxeiting faet that ®*the cat sits on the mat'e vee
Theological languape does not convey subjective
impressions from one mind to another, still less dees it
convey scraps of metaphysical infovmation.e IRather,
through expression and representation it interprets and

1' CTe g}&%’ Pa"[)l.
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lipghts up a shared existence at the decpest 1evelﬂ“1.

It is clear that inm sueh a theory of theelogical langnage
a kind of realism as opposed to nominalism ies presupposed,
Macquarrie explicitly protests against what he calls "A
thoroughgoing nominalism®, without being willing to identify his
view with that of any of the schoole that have been opposed to
nominalism, Tt wmight have been mwore adeguate 6F him to come out
openly on the side of xenlism in these matiera.

#e fthot as it woy, the contents of his view in this respect

is that names, and that means all nemes, have, or oviginally head,

halt 3
2
Yoxistential comnotations',

YVords in discourse carry with them associationy which arve
not te he repgarded mervely as enotdonal obgeurations of the
SerucY oy "precise" significeations of the words, The erroneous
view that names are meve labela is the resuld of an absiraction.
The truth is that beeaunse of theiy connotations wvowrds have a
cerbain interpretative powver, whieh ig “jusl as basic and cssential
a function of romes as their cepacity to rofer to ohjects¥s  This

bt A
invecpretative povwer means & power te light up meaning)e

1.  Ibidem,.,pp.82f.
Ho {:i’o };E}LQ”H}, }3 09{)0

%o  Cfe Ibiden, pe.93.
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Now, the distinction bhebween the demotntions of & word and
its connotations ig related to the distinction between different
modes of discourse, whieh we have digceussoed eavlier,

"eeo it would appear that in some modes of discourge the
denotation of names is of primayy importance, whereas in
other modes thelr connotation playn o major part.

Generally speaking, scientific longuage is interested in
denotationy ecach name wust refer as precisely as possible
to some veferend in the observable world. In othey wodeo
of digecourse - not enly theslogy, but alse history, poetry,
and many other subjects and everydey ways of talking - the
existential or intultive connetations of words are of pgreat
importance for the understanding of the dadicourse, ese in
the firet, words refer to ohjects; in the sccond;, ... they
express siltuations whieh helomg bto What we have called
“total exisgtence®, cso With a word lilke "water",
something approaching an abstract, impersonal, denotative
nge io possihle ccese  But how does it stond with such o
name as 'love'?  Can it have any sipgnificence for a
pergson who hos not ﬁarticipatﬁd in the experience of 1dving
or of being loved?"

What ls really intended in vords lilke "thought', “memory® and
"love' ig something that cennot be seen ox described by a neutral
ohserver, i.e. it is known only thwrough purticipation in acts of
thinking, remcmbering, loving and so ome What thepe words want to
express is, in other wewvds, unobszervable expericuces«,

{s it, then, the cese that theologiecal languoge has no peint

of reference beyond the expevience i4self?  Could the expericnce

1. ZIhideis., peYhe

e  CXo LIbidem, ppe 95f.
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which is veferved to, afier all he deseribed wmore or lesg
adequately as “only subjective"?

This is elearly not Macquarric's view.,  The experience in
guestion is not only an experience ag such, hut an experienco

of something.

"If we explere the varxious jtems in the distinetly .
theological vocabulary, I think that somewbere among their
comnotations we ave always pointed to the expericneeof
God. This would be tyue even of mames that stand for 1
phiysical objects used in Christian vorship” (e.p. the altar) .

Aand to the vord “God" an entolepical dimension is

in&ispenaahlego Moequaryie explieitly rejects the various attempts
to account for ihe meaning of theologieal lonpuage withont their
aceepbing that it bhas any "transcendent" voference., Ve mmst take
serionaly that it claims to deal with the "knowledge of God“.3
An investigation of ouy “affective intuitiens™ by a kind of
Yexistential pbhnomenology® wight, Macqua?rié thinks, accord te
them a "transsubjective validity®s That is, we wight be able to

reach tho ontological dimenasion where we ave gpealing of "transhuman

rcalities“éo

to  Ibidemj., pe98.
2o, Cfo Ibidem, p.l00,
o Cfo Ihidem, pp.l09%.

2 Cfe Ibidem, pp.237, 239,
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Veeo theology is commonly undersiood to be more than a
psychiology of religion and faith is more than a siate

of mind., Theology claims sowme kind of dravssubjective
validity for the oxperiences which belong bo the life of
faithe IYn paviticular, God and Christ are yoparded not
merely as elements in human experiencé, but as standing
independently over agalnst man, Cevrininly, theologiang
of many diffcrent persnasions have often declared that
we do not know Giod ac he is in himself, hav only as he
relaves himself to wege  Dutythey have never intended by
this to imply that God is nothing but a factor in human
experience®

Speaking of theolegians who have used a “language of existence"

(Sehleicrmacher, Oito, Herrmann, Dultmann) Meecquarrvie admite that

L)

the most vulnerable parts of their theories ave the paris where
they seel 4o establish that the Christdoan experience of God ig
founded in a renlity whieh traunscends the human consciousnesse.

vipanlkkly, I do not suppose there ig any way in vhieh
one could prove that the assextions of faith and of
theology do refer to o lieality (God) that in independent
of and prior to the experiences which we call “expeviences
of God%., In oxder to pyove that there ig an cncounteyr
with 8 veal Other, one would somehov need to pet behind the
experience, or find a sccond rouho to that whieh we Imew in
the experience, and this is not possible, Yet on the
olther hand the convietion that there és a real Qther in thisg
experience ig extrenely decp-rooted",”

10 11),ide‘ﬂ§?$ s Pogzigo

WALy T ko B,

2.  Ihidem, p.2ik.
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That there ig no such second route to the reality of God
seens in faet to Dhe part of the very meaning of the wond “faith“le

Vhen we have given mo muchk space to a discussion of
Macquarriels views it ig not becanse we wnnﬁ to take up the
whole preblem of the meaning of theologieal languoge, which isg
Macquarvie's topice Neithey ig it beeause wve think that wvhat
we have guoted or referved Lo in Maequarvie's work is adeguate oy
gufficient in every respect as an account of the meaning of
theological languggs.‘ Our bopic is the meaning of value languagpe,
or moval language in peritieular. And we are dvawing atiention o
Macquarrie's thoughts hecause, no mattey how inconclusive in some
respects, they express gome imporbant truths aboul languapge in
general and, by way of o poinboewr, about theological languege in
particular, which bring us neaver to an understanding ef wvalue
language and its relotion %o langusge in genoral and to theological
langnage in particular,.

That there ave close affinitics, at least, between valuwe

language and theslogical language, as Macguwarvie conceives of it,

1. Ibidem., pe246.
HoWe Macguarrie says that "falth™ means that thore can be neo
"eevbitude in these matters. In this respect he is wronge.
"Faith" in the Christian context means rather “ecrtitude

without externgy proofsye
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seems ohvious, We believe it to be true that, vhatever more
should be said about it; theologleal language intends 4o deal with
& veality {Ged), which stands over against man, bub which eannot

be expericnced apart from an jipitnltion which implies parvticipation..

wd which cannot, accordingly, be expressed without a lansuage

which implies participation. That is to say, in theolegiecal

Loangunage we are spealding of transhuman yealities, it only "as
] s > 2 0

thay iwpinge uwpon us".

This is whexre the value agpeets come inte the piciuwve, Part
of what is intuited in the experience of the rvealitly of Hod is
that it has a value charaeber, that ke, that il exeris o clainm
upon me, .nd vhat ig expressed in theodpgical longvage is therefore
a recognition of and an acccepiance of this clain.

Thie night not be far ¥rom what Macguayrie is saying
explicitly.

he ontological dimension of the word 'God' is
indispensable bo id ... bt as the vword ig wed in religion,
it dmplies an exisbeatial just as waeh as an ontelogical
dimension. eoo The Being cnecomntored is not an object
of which we can talk in o disinterested way, but the Being
in whieh we live and wove and have onr being. 29 too,
veligious discourse is always of God in his velation to us.
Vhen we talk of Cod, we {tnlk at the same time of onrselves.
The word 'ted’ does mnot just signify Dedng, Wt also implies
an evalustion of Deing, a comsitment to Being as Hely Reihg,
Being that i gracious and judging. This [is the]
existential or evaluating dimengion of the word *God® ..o

1 L] C.? L] }mgé’"gweq‘%inh L] F ® 239 &
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The neme of "God' is not a disinterested label for Being
ox Meality or any remote abstraction, but comuotates our
exigtential concern with Deinge In Tillieh's lanpuage,
God is both Being iteelf and ultimate concera,

And, referwing to the theology of “it. Athanasius,
Magquorrie holds that Ythe wovd "Ged' speaks of Beoing as ultimate

concern, Heing whieh in at the some time gunpwm bhonom, uniting

highest reality and bighest value,"2

Thig mesns, then, that theolegieanl lanpuage from one point
of view ig velue language. Nov in the sense that it ig identieal
with value language, bat in the seuse that one aspect of it is
evaluation, or asperition of value as an aspect inseparable fLrom
the reality which it peoks to express.

And we might on the basgio of thig imsight be able to indicate
an ansver to the guestion ahout the velation between wmoral value

Judpenents and theological stntements about the “Will of God%.

As we have geen eavlicy the undergtanding of judgements
containing value tewms like “good" and "ripght® es in any sensc
devivable from statenenis abouwt the Will of God, hos been
diaminaed by the advocates of o nen-cognitiviast theory of ethics

as just one type of the “maturelistic fallaey". Fowx in theiw

1. _Ibidem’ ., pp. 100i,

2.  Ibidem, pe139
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anderstanding of it, this means just that ene thinks one ean

derive ong's own moral judgement of the case from a glatement of

fact about what God willso.

Theve ave, accovding to this view, enly two alternaiives o
the fallacy, if we want bo say that something is good beceuse God
wills ite We could ecidhew aay that "God wills X" means just
"y prescribe X {to use R.ie Hare's terminology)", in whiech cose
"God wills X" does not stale any fact at alle. 0 we could say
that "Y is goodY is just identieal with a factual statement about
God's Will, whieh nmeans lhat we adiwit having reduced the value
Judgenent to something purely "factunal' and non~evaluative,

But pow it eould he waintained ithot a statement about God'a
Will ip elearly neither identical with the speaker's prescviption,
nor doeg it convey a piecd of "factual®™ kunowledpe about the opinion
of sowshody elese (in this case God),.

And etill 4% is not a fallaecious procedure to derive a value
Judgenent from & statenent about God's Will, TFor to identify the
"good" with the Will of God, er to present the one as derivable fvom
the other, does not mean to make a confusion of value judgements and
"factual® gtatements. Bub it woeans that to speak of the reality of
God is to speak of a reality which embodies in it value and
obligation at the same time, as seuwething inseparable from it, and
statements aboul the Will of God are just explicit refevences to

this value aspeect of the Godereality,
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This is tywme, no matlter how we conceive of the way, ov
ways, in which man may get to know the Will of Gode

It is also the way in which e.g. the narvative of the
giving of the lavw to the Isveclites at Mount Sinsi could he
understood in iits biblical context. Hol even in the zxeeception
of the two tables of the Low hy Moses did they vecelve a piece
of "faetual' infovmation ahout God's moral epinion. But they
had an experience of the renlity of Ged, in vhich they weve
gyaaped by a di¥ine depand., Ye.eo they received a new awareness
of their existence in the world ap censbiiuted by a divine gift
and a divine obligation, Ve can only think of heow the Jarvaelites
regarded both God and his demand as present in the Avk of the
Covenant, in which the tables of the Law were kepte.

It is elear from thisg that theologieal discouwvse vefevs %o
an awvarenesg of a reality Hhich wo can know only in ifs valme
for ng, 'hat is Yo say, te sepavate the faectuval from the
gvaluative in thig kind of discouvrse iz meaningless,

Bat it is important to stress that this unity of faol and

velive ig not expressed only in theolopical language, though i

ig perhaps most manifest there,
And in & way all language ig thevefore value langnage. Words

in all kKinds of discourse have value comnotetions and refer to an
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experience of & structure oi weality which is not acecesszible to
sensory ohservation, whether the speaker is conscieus of thig orx
note

Bt although all languapge could be deseribed as value

language it is abill tyee that it is meve or less explicitly se.
L

It mipht therefore be guite justiliable to speak of "value language"
as & kind of longuege in vhich this value aspect is bhrought directly
to cxprossion.

™he point is, however, ihat the value intuition referved
to in value langnege is net execlusively bound te the experience of
jod, with vhich ihicological language deals explicitiy, An
awareness of value and obligation is present in the expevience of
men alse where there ig no reference Lo an experience of God. We
might of coursge maintain that the value or obligation is not then
recognized in its full sipgnificance, Tat this does not
invalidate the nonereligiovs wvalua experiecnce as such,

It will at this stage be elear on what points this thesry of
moral language will come te differ Qundamentally from that of
aotiralisn in ebhics on the one hand and fyom that of intuitioniam
on the other,

¥thical paturalism, as it has rnormmlly bheen understood,

identifiens nmoral valunes with what iz condueive to cevipin factusl
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atates of affairs, 'fhis mesna, in bterms of the fact and valune-
gepavation, that values ave roeduced to something non—evaluative,

Intuitioniss, as it was held e.g. hy Gel. Moore, comneeived
of wvalues as properviies of bthe things, but propevties of & specisal,
nen-notural ind, which were apprehended by a gpecial, ismediate
kind of apprehension, namely intuition.

Un the theory which we have indiedted, there is no question
of a reduetion of values to facts and, though there might be
greater affinities hetween this view and that of intuitionism, we
do not hold that walues are propertics to be spprehended in
addition to natuwval properities.

We wight find the concept of "inﬁuiﬁienﬁ indispensable in an
account of walue cognition and of wvalue langusge. Hut this
inbuition plays o much more centyral pavt than it would do if this
value cognition weve just a gatheving of gome peculiar exiras
information ahoul some of the objeets of lnovwledge.

Yo sum up our arguuahh so favs

What we went te weintein ip that the question of the meaning
ef moral language, and of any kind of value languape ot all,

camot ke settled apart from the guestion aboul the nature and

condition of hwman copnition.
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The questvion whether judgcments o¥ valuc have a Y“"prescyiptive"
meaning, which is distinguishoble f£yom the meaning of sowmething
that we could e¢all "daetnal® gtotements, and which does not,
aceordingly, give uws any knowlodge of the world, helongs rightly
to the gindy of copnibtion, and not in the sense that it is a
guestion of the possibility ol granting value judgements gomo
doubiful cognitive sintus on the fringe of human knowledge. av
in the gense that we must ask whether the value question is now
fundamental Yor the uwnderstounding of human cogunition as a wholo,

We hove carliewr drawn atbention to [l.Me Hare's own discusaion
of the basis for our talk aboubt someithing as a "fac%“lo

ilis view was that nothing can become n fact For us uwnloess
we toake uvp a cevtain attitude fowards the worlide

Have links this with Kant's dectyine of the eathegovies of
apprehension. What we experience ig, geo lare interprets Kant,
porthy deteviined by ouwr mind, i.e. by the principles oriules
which the mind follows in its cognition, In these principles,
oy cathegories, there ig, lave seems To hold, an elemoent of
abiitude, and cven of wowship. He can spesk of “worshipping

Y - . . . . 2
assent to principles forv diseriminating between fact and illusgion"”,

1o Cf. ahove pp 15611,

Ze Ofe above, p. 158,
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Hare's wge of Hant in this comneetion is, we think, open o
critieism. It is doubiful wvhether it i possible to Lit the
concept of Vattitude® and “worship® into the epistemological
doctrineg of Kant,

The prineiples which govern the actions of the mind; de now
call for any assent in & Yworshipful attitude©, They ecan by an
analyeis of the process of cognition he found to he necessary ond
fized structures in the werking of the mind. And from one point
of view, what happens in cognition is that the cogniming aubject
relates the external objects to these Tized principles of the
minde S0 far Honb.

To say, however, that it is neceseary bo take up 8 certain
attitude tovards the world for theve to be any facts at all, and
thet this attitude is of a wowehipinl charvaeter, must mean sowething
aquite different from the Hantian doctrine of the cathegories, It

wast mean, rather, that theve ecan be no copnition unless we are

relating ourselves to that which is heing copnized.

What Hoare is saying is porbhaps net necessarily incompatibké
witlh Yant's thoughis. But 1% helongs at any vale to a different
level of interest frem that of o reference to common structures of
the wind, Hare may not be entirely cleay himself abouv the impact
of his remarks « he adnits that they are tentetive « but we think

that th@y are very illuminating if we allov the censequences to he
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Fully dvawvn from them.
The remaining impoxrtance of expressionslike "aliitude" aund
"worship" in the context in which Hare uses them, is that they

suggess to us the cenbrality of invelvement and interesi in all

cognition.

Formulated in another way, reminiscent of one of ilare's
senbencoss

Nothing con hecome an object of cognition if it isg only an
Yobjeet!, i.ce if it is sowething over apainsgt vhieh T am
sltanding in the position of o disinterested obseyver.

1f we dvaw the consequences frow Horxe's remarks it will be
inpossible to dissociste "fact" Lyrom "volue".  Tor already behind
the conception of something as a "faet" thero lies g certain
interesat in thet which ig thus named, and even a commitment te a
cexbain view of the world, Behind all cognition theve is
involvewent and interest,

This might secm to open the way foxr an entively subjectivigiie
theory about cognition, Vhon we hold that interest is essential
in all coguition, do we not indlieate that what we ecall cogpnition
is really & construevien of the world according to taste?

this is, however, bot our intention, and it is pnot a counsequence
whieh can be drawn ¥rom whet we have said ebove, ov from .M. Have's

oW ¢xpressiong.
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wWo have paid that in all ecognition we are in some way
relating ourselves to that which is bhelnpg cognized, It is not
the cape that I first apprehend the objeectrs of apprcehensien and
then evaluate them, by a sccondary process, as it wore, It is
wvch more the case that the process of cognition itsell ig

.

Fundementally a recognition of an exigling relation between mo
Fif

and that which ig apprehended, To take np a worshipping atiitude
tovards sometbing (to use lare's expression once morve) mush mean o
recogrize a relation to sometbisog which is worthy of worship.

That is Lo say, basic for all cogmition, er rather, in all
cognition is o sense of value or ohlipation, -« A walue which
is not something apard fvom wme.  Neither ie it something which
comen From moe, amd whiech iz identieal with one of ny subjeetive
Jikes, but a value vhieh is a value for me. Thereferve it helongs
as much to reality o does anything else.

“his is, of course, a crueial point, Vo wight Jecl justified
in spaying that values have a grester claim on the ndjoetive “real®
than has anything else, becavne they assert something wvhich ig
constitutive of ny velation to the world,

Therefore we mighd, nging a somowhat dongerous expressien,

say that values ave properties, noit of ithinpg, bot of my relatien

Lo the verld. And in that sensce they belong to the noture of the

world, of which my relation to it is an azppet.
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I¥ i+v is dwyue, as we have said;, that evaluation in
fundomental for all cognition, then the vecognition of our velue

relation to the world is decisive for oury assewition nol ouly of

something in addition to the factuality of the thing, but of the

factunlity itself., Nothing can become a fact for me unless iv

has value for me, ide, unless I have reecognized tholt I stand in

o value velation te it
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He Values and knowledpe in John Cman®s thoupht,

In this whesis we hwve advocated the view that we ean
understand the relation hebween judgenments of value and hknowledge

gi

of fact only on the basgis of an wnderstanding of knowledge itself,

suage, as we have beeu discussing 36 in the

W

With theological lan
previous chapter, it iﬁ secn to be the case that in so far asg it
expresses hknovledge Gf'somﬁ kind of reality, this veality is
inseparable from an aspect of value whieh belongs to it, %o that
in some avcas of lnowledpe, ot least, it could bhe zaid that value

ig part of what is4kn0wn, and that, this camnel he separated from
something “"Yactual", i.e. “won-evaluative®,

Bat ig it possible to say anything wore definite about the
relation botween evaluation and cognition? that is to say, what
is the place and role of evaluation in cogﬁiﬁicn?

An important conitribution Lo the onswering of this question is
given in John (man's work, He hﬁinngé to o mwber of writers whe
up till now may have been unundeservedly neglected, hecause they were
wrlting, ag it were, against the tide of their time.

In turning te the work of weyge. John Owan we acknowledpe that
thae recogniition of the existential element in humen discourse ig nod
confincd to contemporary existenticlist philowsophy in any striet
SeNSEe o The existential element is present algo in earlier

philesophy and in othew types of philogophy. It can be claimed that,
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in_a gsense, there is gomething pevepnnial in the theary we try to
mednteine

The weecognition of the inseparability of copnition from
evoluation ig expressed first of all in Oman's book "The Nalural
and the Supernaturalt, 1951, This hook iz primmrily a stody of

religiona Or, stated in another way, a study of all envirvoument

from the point of view of interest for religianlu This is what
is indicated by the terms the "Natuval' and the "Supernatural®,
Togethor they include all ithings in heaven and eavth. Pot when o
digtinction is made between them, as in (man's work, this indicotes
that the inguiry is limited by the paviicunlar interest of religion.
Cur interest is not primarily thal of arriving at a theory of
religion, and, accordingly, our chicl sim in this connection is not
to discuass the adequacy or sufficiency of fman's account of religion.
It is wather the easc that the answers we wight arvive at with
regard to our problem will 8till leave a number of the most ilmportant
guestionsg ahout religion unanswered.
Neither do we propose to disenss Uman's use of the terms

tatural® and YsupernaturalY and all the difficulties which ave

connected with the ambiguities of these terms., Ve teke % that

1, Cio _93}@ Cj&i:;ap }i{]ogfu



the content of Oman's thoughts, ot least with respect to ouw
prébl&m,‘can he brought out irvrespeetively of such o digenseion.

A prelipinery definition of what Owoan wants to convey hy the
digtinetion between the "Natural® and the "SupernatvralY is that
of the distinction between the sensory world and what transcends
ite

"If eee we take the Hatural 4o he what appeals 4o enr gsensaes,
and the Swperngtural to be what is abave ib, we can say that
the essenticel mavk of religion is concern with whether there
is such an envirvomment as the Supernatural, ond ithat what at
least weligion ought to be depends on what the nature of this
environment iso. The guestion of religion, thovefore, is a
question not merely of veality, but of ultimate reality.wl

But we could alse say that the distinetion between the Navural
and the fmpernatuoral is a distinetion in valueo

Yeoo hoth the Natural and the Superneatursl are disthi ngz'e:e shed
by the way in vhich they make themselves konown, which is by
the meaning, or in other words, the volue thoy have for us.
As the maturel weorld is known by sensation and ite varied
conparative values, so the supeynatural world is kunown by
the gense of the holy and its sacred ox absoluwte valuoss

and for pracitiecal purposes, the distinetion between the
NHotoral and thg Supevnaiural is belween comparative velune
and absolnte",

That s to say, there is o world whiech Owmean thinks of as the
wvorld of "aatuwrael” values, where we judpe the value of things hy

degree, according to thely comparative worth from the point of view

3;,» Ibldemgng. pof‘é

T

2. Zhidem, p.6Y.
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of our physical inberests, as it were.

Pt there is alse another world, whore we do mot judge
acoording to standards which hove arigen oult of a comparison of
the physicel chavpoterisiices of things in the world, buid
according to values which wanifest themselves with a kind of
abpoluteness, This absolntences means incomparvable worth,

Yand incomparable is not mevely super-—excellent, but what moy not,
be brought down and compared with obther poods.”

This valuation, which is not te be weighed ox bargained with,
speaks to man of another reality than that shich he knows by hisg

. g
senses and judges by his appetites .

That is the reality of the “upernsitural,

YAs here wsed, the “upernatural means the world which
manifests wove than natoral values, the world vwhich has

values which stiy thg jonse of the holy and demand to be
esteamed as sacred, s

20 Il)gdemﬁng _{1.6‘53

2o  Cf. Ibidem, p.67.
5. Ibiden, pe7l.

Le  Concerning the use of the terms "holy" and “sacredY it should
be pointed oud thet Uman wants be eoin them for more precise
uses thon is comuon: *The 'holy' I propose to use for the
divect sense or feeling of tho Rupernatural, and the 'eacved!
Yor ite valuation as of absolube worth", Ibiden, p.92.
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That meens that the sense of the holy has got to do, from
ona point of view with the existence of & kind of enviromment,
leeo the Supernatural, and froem amsthor point of view with
value, 1.0, paecred value,

“As mere feeling taken by itself, we ecaunot yightly
interpret the sense of thoe hely, but must relate it to
sapered volue and the oxistence of the “upernatural,
becauge we cannot explain one feeling by another, but ounly
by the judgement of wvalue whiech depends on it and the kind
of envirvomment inte which it introduces us. soo A% MmMEKQ
Fecling, ithe scnse of the holy would be jwpossible to
distinguish from the mere spooky feeling which is magieal,
at one end, and from the sense of the subliwme which ig
artistic, at the other, Pat, when we relale it to the
abgoelute value of ihe sacrod, we gee at onece that itp awe
has a quality different frow dread, and its revercnce from
the sense of the sublime, seo If it is o feeling which
is vholly divected fowards our own advantage, it is not
the gense of the holys if it has o do with incomparable
value, to which desives, convenience and profit wmust be
gubordinate, in the presconce of a realily bLefore which one
nay not seek hig own pleasure or walk after the imopination
of his own heavt, it is."

Besides the distinetion between "matural% and Ysacred" velunes
fan also wakes a distinction between "natural® nnd "ideel® volues.
the ideal values ave the values that can be pummed uwp as the true,

.
the beautiful and the goad.z

1. Ibidem,., pp.0if.

1
LRy

2, CF, Ibidein,., pel%0,

BT o vt
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These values are relabed to sacred values and to the
fuperpatural; bt that does not mean that sacred values ave
identical with ideal valueg.

I omight be move correcht to say that, as Oman conceives of
it, the sacred is the sphere where ideal wvalues can avise, hecouse
it is where we can hecome frcee from the mevely naturnll'ge

Therefove, we can say that ideal values are “supernatuval in the
sense that loyalty to them ig coneerned with a worth heyond all

"i"‘}.
merely natural valuoa®’ %,

1o ©f, IThidem,., pe92e

b
®

wWe mey perhaps say that Ysacred" ig a wider concept than "ideal?
in this context, because it may still be semething conercte,
vaterial which has the character of being sacred of absolute in
value, Bat ite sacredness or absoluboness hag alveady talen us
awvay fyrow the cowmparative worth, and thus motde it pozsible that
ideal valucs ean arise.

3 ° “%!}'i". ([EEA, Jie 208 a

he Ve mast not, however, take the distinction between natural and
ideal values to mean that they csn be totally separvated and +het
there is no relation between themes  On the contrvary, man holds
that "we cannot have sound natural valves guite apart from right
ideal values" (p.141), and that “there ig no brealk in principle
between natural and ideal values. Nor is there in practice, for
the highor values of the Notural alycady wanifest the ideal,
Both may deal with the seme Facts, and wmay differ with different
gituations, and thore may be uncovieinty and even mistake ahout
cither, although there ig an entirely different way of judging
what we ftake 4o be of ssered obligotion and what we take to be
merely of expediency and convenicnee." (p.205).

This relation between natural and ideal values covresponds in

a way bto the relatien between the Natural and the “upernatural in
geneval, for, as Oman sees it, the foperpetural is manifested
theough the Natural.  {(Ibiden).
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Put not in the sense thal the claim which they lay upon ug
is derived fyom the Fupernatural or from veligion as an external
outhority. The values sheuld he sought fer their own sake. To
say +that they arve supernatural is to express something about the
charactor of their claimgnot to try and Jjustify it by a reference fo
something eloe.

"Hoth the sense of the holy and the judpoement of the
saered are ways of living in the higher enviromment we call
the Supernstural, and o vight judgement, or in other words
o right sense of it and & vight living in it, are necessary
for a vight knowing of it, soo yob divectly no guestion of
tyutl, beauty or goodnessis to be determined by the
Sapernatural . soo Heligion may not lay down theiyr rules,
but also 34 nay not enforce them by external wmoblvese s00
Nevertheless, all absoluleness ..o is from being in the
Supernatural, 6o Noune the less, only in one way should
this be determined by the Supernatural, and that is by living
in it in its own owder which is freedom. ALl ils worth
depends on beﬁng {reely chosen, and we can enter it only as
ve are free,"

What hos been said about the relation botween ideanl values and
the Cupernatural holds of the relation between morality in pgeneral
antd religion or the “wpernantural, Lt ig from the sense of the
awesone holy, and the sense of somebhing absoluite in value, that
all morality springs. Historiewlly, too, the awesome holy hag

: . : 2
developed into moval revorence, (man holds,’

1o Ibidem,., pp.30Gf,

TP ——

2o  CFo Ihidem, p.062,
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This does not meon that the sense of the holy isg mere moral
TEVerence. "it ig the scnse of the fupernatural, and only
bogomes moral reverence heestise of +the moval mabture of thig

. g L
environment?,

"It da necessary to digtinguish what religion providen
for morality directly from what it should provide only
indirvectly, Mivectly, it provides only the sphere in which
persons have absolute worth and duaties bhave socred ohligation.
Ag, without both, there is no worality, no worality that id
truly wmoral is non-veligiousy and as there iz no veligion
whtich does net provide thig spheve, ibere is none which ig
non=moral ., Jut ideals and moiives relipgion should provide
only indirectlyo When, in the name of religion, yules aye
laid down by aunthority and enflorced by hope of blisss and
fear of miscry, we have neither veligion ner morvality"2,

Beligion is thus not the external auwibhority whieh imposes
obligalion, hut the sphere in which values and obligations manifest
themsolven as absolube, where they themselves take hold of use

"In the Yirst place, religion is a life within, o
transaction of the soul; and as sueh anbroaces all the
physical funetions. It is not only an idea, & discerning
and knowing, or, if we mpeak critically, an opinion, a
conviction, bul also o conaciousness of worth, a feeling,

a sense of beiluy taken neasession ol and of zelfesurrender,
and farther, in,accord therewith, a willing and
accomplishingq"j

Bl cabos sl ML

2o Abhidenm, pp.387i,

b2
SR RT

30 Ihiden, pelfe



the decisive aspect of fmon's view, in relaiion to our
problen is nob, however, the distincition he makes helween
Unatural', "sacredY and "ideal" volues, nor the relalien he finds
? ¥
bewweon blien.
et ie of intercst to us is liret of all ithe way in whieh
he makes it elear thal, whenever we ave concerncd with oblaining
knowledge of any "obhjeetive', whether we eall it "Natural® or
"egpernatural ¥, we cannot hope to pet Lo knew it without being
I s & 1)
concerned with bthe value it has for us,
Iy * [ : 1 4 2 . 3 - . - 1
this is what was indlcailed in the possage quoted above™,
where Ouman says that the MNatural ond the “upernntural arc
digtinguished by the woy in which we got to know them, i.,e. by

theiy meaning or value, and that the natural wvorld is knewn hy

ita comparative values, as is the supernatural +erld by its soaecred
ox absclute values.

It de thus in Oman's basic theovy of hﬂﬁwleﬁge that we musb
seek an understanding of his conception of values.

To separate kﬁowledge from valuation means to impose an
absiraciion which vidlates the expericnce through which anything

ie knowne

1o poidilh,



the vest of experience in relation to it

“ijo know all envivonment, not as impaet owx physical
infiux, bot as meaning: and this wmeaning depends on
glg the uvnigue character of the feeling it createsy
2) the unigue value 3t has for wsy (3) the imuwediate
conviciion of & special kind of objeetive vreality, which
ig inscpavable frem this valuvation; aend (%) the neeessity

of thinking it in relation to the rest ofleﬁp@rience and

i~ B ELv B

And as o conecise exposition of this view the following paseange

is worth quoting in full:

"Inall experience these four aspecets are indivigibly
joined in one, and caeh loses its gignifiecance in isolation.
The feelihg depends on the value, end the wvalue on the
fealing; the conviction of weality is not an additional
interence, but the valuation depends on the conviciion ef
reality, and the conviction ef veality on the corveciness
of the valuationy <the thinking of it in its place in our
vhole experience is net after we have received it, but is
neceasaxy for veceiving it, and cosential to the convietion
of ite veality. These elements are the same for the
experionce of things physical as for the experience of
things spiritual. VWhat distinguishes religion from all
elae is the uwnlguo quality of the feeling, of the valuation,
of the naﬁgre of the object, and the way of thinking things
together",

1e

2

LA

Je

i)j?’!.‘g it e ., 90580

Cf. XIbidem, poiil, vhere (man soys of the experience of reality
that it “ecomes as meaning, not as impoct; and meaning iz
value; and value in the end dppends wpon feeling: yebt it is
nod upon mere feeling, bud upon vight thinking and acting in
relation to it%.

Jhidem, peiBe
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This implies that to speak of knovledge of semething wmeans

to rvefer to an experience whevre the aspects of meaning, value

and reality are really inseparahle,

In Bbort, Oman can say that "right values are vight

4 }-
Enowing see™ o

It is important to point out that Omen helds this 4o apply

alse to the perception of physical things, cf. the statement thet

¥all erception concerng wmeaning, and lhereforve the weality of

2
natural valneg¥,

This is why there caun be no lmovledpe ~ithout interest, an

inverest which is constitutive alge o¥ senge perception,

"All pereceptien of nll living erveatures Ivom the
bepginning has been developed by intervesi, and interest
has ewbedded in it value-judgenents and thelr peveeption
hag advanced as, by sincere living ip their enviremasnt,
they have tested its wvalues,  They do nol mervely prefer
one thing to another becsuse life ig what 11 is, but life
is what it is becamge the values of envivenment are wvhat
whey are. oce

A true valuve~judgement is thus a judgement of reality;
and, what ig more, noe kind of judgement ever wos formed
except from knowledge which devived ite meaning Trom valuve,
ner would man take lhe trouble to form any other kind ef
Judgement except for value alrveady doterminednd,

Ibideit,., p.205.

Ihidenm, p. 2006, ;

Abidenm, p.202.
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This interest is not present only when there is o search
for ideal values, to use Oman's tewm, bui alse, for instance,
in the whole range of interests which determine the scientist's

Workoe

ALY lifey, al all svents, has deali with the worid
only by intevest, and the world does nolt seen to have
responded te anything else all dewn the ages.  Aund to
the higher intercsts of fruth and heauty and soodneas it hag
responded mosb.  Twen the scientiat, to quote Prof. Whitehead
again, is a kind of awtisi, sustsined in his labouvs Ly the
ldeal of finish and perfection in hig work., And, on the
lowest grounds of wiility, scienee would have no uses were
theve no validity beyond the mere mechanical woxld which
science has been snpposed 4o prove te be alene wreal®

This dnterest, then, is not a construction or sbaping of tho
enpvironment according to personal likes or dialikes, It ig
moye like an gpepness to the meanimg of the envirvomewent, or a
willingness te respond 10 it by evaluating it rightly,

“ihus the way to rveceive the witness of all reality
would seem to be o wind concerned io knowv ihe objeet by

valuing it avight, and this goes back even to senseiion,
making it a true response to the wvitness of reality"?

-]
Therefore, Owan adherss to the view that the wmind nlays an

active part in cogpivion. Activity is not invelved only when its

inherest is direcbed towvards alteripg the world for some purpose,

1. Ibidem,., p.b.

P

b

o  Ibidem, pelkl,
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The activity of the mind is also directed towards kneowing
' W ; 2 o s 4 ; I ul
the woyld, b regponding to impressions jJuetly and completely® .
Ly B iy & . v i
That ig to say, no knowledpge is reoceived pnseively, bub

neither is it a crvesvion of the mind, Meaning is given, bol we

Hle ooty
' 2
mugt actively interpret it as our own Fov il to hecome ouBg.

“On the one hand, our knowledge cannet he a yurely
menoval ereationy and, on the other, it camnot bhe o mere
eifect of an outward crunse or a meve reflestion passively,
ag in a wivroy, of an oubward vealiiy. Nedther the appeal
to mind, nor the affirmation of eobjective veolity may be
perganently ignored without disbtorting our. view of the
Naturals and the study of the “wpernatural has heen still
more digastrously afiected by regarding enly one aspect.
Enovledge is token to be exclusively a mental construetion,
any coxrespondence it may have with reality having to he
proved by semething spart from our experience itselfy ov
ouy knowledge is taken to be imposed wholly from witheout,
andd 4o he true in propoviien sg i1 veguives no. task of
avareness and undersitanding or any kind of active dealing
with it on ouy own pavid, In neither case can oor knowing
he truly knowledge,

1. CEo }—j‘g_é‘:(%‘fg‘f_‘u s 1o S0k,

2, >fo Ibidem, o, Pot89:  “Another argmaent is thai, as we receive
inowledge of the MHatural paseively at the botbtom of the ladder
of ouy lnowing, @0 we wmay yeceive knowvledge of the “upevnatural
passively at the top. Thig s.e ism mervely o very ancient error,
fur whole stady of perception has shown that even the lowest
pevception is an active interpretatien, the meaning dovhiless
viven, nut beceming ours only as we actively iunierpret it as
our own, Inowledge ig just activity of the mind, and o passive
knowledge is o contradiction in berms',



Woxr is it enough to bold these two aspecis fopether
and not to negleet eithoer, In our active life they are
intimately one. The more our minds are active, the
greater the assurance that our knowledge is objeetivay
and the streoenpger and move dirveet the impression of the
reality, the more our minds are stirvrved to activity
concerning it Only in this dntimate uniby can we over hope
to find any li%ht on ony knowledge of reality, natural ov
supernatural s’

it is cleaxr that, on thig view, a "knovwledge of focts" whieh
?
enn be contrasted with “evaluwation',; is inconceivable,”

With repard to bhe response te the werld, by which only we c¢an

know it, it shouid be pointed eut that it is not an isolated

intellectual activity, I die something with whieh 1he whele
poersosnt is concerned.
"We know ouy envivermment only as we rightly live

in i4; aml we rise to the height of its wmeaning
according to the kind of persons we arevf.f,

1o Ihidem,., pp. 110%.

2o Lo Ibidem,., pol6Y: “=ensstions and physienl impacts, ao
discrete isolated factsg, are unknown, for all that giveas them
sipuificance is just the part they play in the worid of
meaning and ratlonal expoerience. tven 1f selience yreduees the
physical facis to vibrations, whal is wmost jwmporlant about them.
musgt be that they are in a context of menning, and that bHetween
them and sensation there is not mere passive subjection bub
active interpretation of them as meaning®.

° Ibidem,,, p.20%,

ho  Cfe Ibidem, p.711 "we wightly know any envirvonment only when we
fiave @ mind to perceive it aright and a will to use it well®,
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that is to say, bto know the world is a guestion of living
in it in such a way that one expects to sec what there really is
Lo see.
ecatse measuring of quantily is one wey of managin;, *he
world, and therefore judgements of it geem very convinling, it is
possible to bhe mislead hy a view which limits the meoning, which
envivonment manifests, to guuntity.”
However,
“ihe first tesk, coven For wanaging cur world, is to he sure
that we actuklly see the world and the iullneﬁp tiiereof,
Por this the fivet guestion is ~hether we ave go living in
our natural envivomment that we can expect to have the
novimal natural values By which we could pevceive vhat is
. » £
highest and groatest in 1442,
knowledge of the onviyvonment is posszible only if we have the

right owareneas, which is the power 4o appreciate, And this 1o

only another way of saying that the evpericnce of the cuvivonment in its ne

ox values is Jdependent upon our yespounse, or our aititude,
L. Tthis ia vhat happens eo.i. when one thinks that science cap

provide a vorldeview: PSeience serves its purpose precisely

by its limitation, Yt justification ig that 1t oxtends a
process of arresting and stereotyping which has already hegun

in pereeptieny +thal it enlavges man's practical mwuuhnment of
hig woxld by isolating yuanlity Frowm all else, both the mind
that bnows and the varied meaning by which it kaowsy and that
it goes beldind all meaning the world wmanifests to find the meang
vberohy we can make Lthe world spesk our mesaning. Thuse it is an
cifective instrument precisely becansc it is net fitted to
provide o cosmology” Xhidemy ., po257.

2. Abidem, p.20k,



2537

it is coevitain that nothing dees reveal itself to us
mnless we take wp the right attitude towards i, and

this wore concerns right feeling, which means sengitive
amd sincere gnd ebjeclive feeling, than even right

acting or vight thinking, We can neither be argued into
it or drilled into it, and the{e is no narrower cducation
Yor it than the whole of lifed,

and a laek of apprecintion or response does not mean jusd
to leave things "as they are%, It is rather the luck of
apprecintion (we could algsoe say "evaluation") which represwmtns the

distortion oF the Factae Yar it means that we do not allow 1ife

vo impress us ga Lb s, but Yeorruplt experience at its source by
the absence of simple, diveel, whole-lcarted regponme to its
2
witness® o
A denial of part of reality may, therefore, be just a
reflection of a laeck of intercsi, or apprecintion, as is oo

(4

d - i LA . 2 H 3 > ! . ,}
often the reason why the “upernatural is denied ov ignorved,

1o Ibideim,., poill,
do  fhidem.

Be  OFfo Ibidem, po7hs "OF any envivommcnit we may bo unawave, either
because we have net developed the inlerests il serves, as space
to & eveatuye withoul motion, or becange it so constontly serveg
them as not to siiy any reflections, as epace to the animals that
rove abeuwt dn it., Also 1t is possible to deny in theory what
is believed in praciice .0 For any of these rceasons the
supeirnatural ecan be ignoyed, We may not he seeking anything it
provides; we may s0 live and wove oand himve ear being in it every
day and all dav that bhecause it has never Tsiled us, we have not
refleeted on ity the belief we profess may be one thing, and the
helied we act on anothoer,



it is not only the case that the lack of interesd prevents

ug from recelving the "witness of reality'; it is olse often the

case that, when we think that we ean ignore interest and

appreciation, we intvoduecce interests which are alien, and thervcfore
o 2
misleading o Thig is the frte of so many siwdies of rTeligion .
Fundamentally, the auestion of the awverencas of the environment
in ibs volues is not, for Oman, a gquestion of o rational wnderstanding.

At least not purely. It is vrather, as we gaw, o suestion of »ight

2o

feeling Feeling, not as =ubjeetive emotions, Ll as on “ultimate

element in experience”, which "cannot he explained hy anything ol genl

environnent

"Khat Feeling is the way mind vesponds to iils
to be acceptﬁd“buQO

s an wliimate Faet which hos merely

1.  Cie }Mbwj_;g;gﬁmm_u, Pofie

2o C¥e _1
duvaot, we can B8y uhaup mlbhoub uhC rlyh% Jﬂimf JL and attitude
of mind, all ¢£&empts to digbinguish ite spheve by definition ox
description are vainY,

jo  U¥o wofie above, p.E31, note 2,

b, Cfo Upo tite, pollhs
ﬁn Ibld@lﬁ pe}fiﬁo

B e

6o IF

theory of relipion ithis does not
peycholoplieal mabtey, or that we

g on this view, we let jeeling

pley an impeditant place in ouw
mean that we malic of religion a
assent to an Yemotivist" theory

93 religion, which deserihes its weaning as just ewpressions of
emotions, Cfe Opo Citey, pe27: YIf we look more closely at the
theories of religion as essenitially of xenson or feeling or will eee,
we shall see that there is one point on which they ave ngreecd.

Yhey are metaphysiecal and wnot mepely paycholopical.  They ask how
envivomnent is knwown, and the presupposition of them all is, that it i
knowin by what is the really eveative clement in all knovledges oo
Yo say generally that, for Schi@icrmacher, velipgion is Teeling ig to
migs his central convigiion, which is the t rclxglun has ite source
in the peculiay feeling orx intuition which is the conlact with the
wniverse that creates all ecxpevience of reality".
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Whoere he apeaks of the two kinds of velues; which we may
eall the natural and the ideal, Oman holds that it is plain that

thie idepl wvalues cannot he geparated fyom the "gincerity of feeling

by which anvthing is rightly valued and so rightly ltnown'.

But for both kinds of wvalues alike "it is sincerity of feeling

.
-

whieh arrives av right and objective values, there hoing for anything
an appreciation which is asccording bo natifive and o perversgion which
is not, and a true objective sense of the natural werld is as
dependent on dhig as a tine ohjective gense of the ﬁn@nrnntural"l.
That is to say, our apprehengion or awereness of the values
of the environment is a auestion of an jmmediate éﬁpﬁ?ienﬁﬁu
It is bere that traditional acsthetic theovies fail, according
to Dman,

"None oi the treatises on the sublime and boeavtiful
have in them much Lo help wg, because they arve, mostly at
Jeast, determined by the rationalist view that evervihing
must he jusiified by the understanding, whereas all our
ervgument bas been that it rst he determined by the true
natare of our whole envivorment, and that means by
intuitions ond anticipations vwhich go Tar beyond what we
can sct in the elear bhard light of the undervatanding.

16 concerns primarily what ve have supgested about
pereeplion, thot it is like personnl intercourse when speech
ig move than a sct of symbols to he interprebod, something
boyomd the mere expression of the speaker and the sympathetie
response of the heaver, when every word has in it something
of the whole wind of Lhe gpeaker and some divect sense of

Le  Ihidem,.,» pelhl
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In line with this view Oman s4ill wants to make wse of the
concept of conscienge in hig theery of moralse. It seems that
a direct sense ol walues can bhe aseribed to it.

Dut not in the sense that it is infallible. it is rteeld
in need of education, but bHy nothing el re than ewperience iteelf,
throwh which reality is allowed to wanifest ibts wvalues,
Yherofore, though the verdicts of conscience ave not final, thoy
should 8till he repgavded as sacred and dasanding ecbhasolute lovalty.
For the “very pursuit of more lpht requires anbrolute loynlty to

2

the Light we have" ,

"if in loyalty 4o tLhe gbselube requiranent of Lhe sacved,

in courageons irveedow Jollowing its guldaunce and trusting

its power, we sitand on our feet and allow experience to

apealt fo ug, ocoe w& can hope to Yind whoait jnunetly claims

abzolute value because it ig our true envivennent in

which we Find owr irue selveg"d,

Lt is ouy conviection that, if we arc v give a congistend
fanguape, we have %o

theorvetical account of ihe meaning of cothica

rebturn to a way of thivking wha like Jo Oman'e, findsSit

-
fot
”
b
ot
w

-

impossible to gpesk of roalily apert from its values,

1o  Ihidem, p.2l,

de  thidem, pell.

50  Ihidon, pe325.
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In econclusione

The linc of arvgument in the thesis has ﬁecn ag follovss
A study of the conceptlion of ebhics in tﬁe wribings of
Have, waom we chose ag an exponent of contemporary so--colled
linguisetic philosophy in the Jield of ethics, brought out the
Following views

The task of cihies, 1.0, the work of the wmoral philosovker,
is mot to discuss substantiol woval problems but to disclose the

logical struclure ok worel langnoegc, Vor it ig Jleve's view that

moral longuage has o form which can be expesed independently of any
discussion of ilhe conbent of worality. This foimal struciure of
wmoxal Jonpuape can be hknown wiwough a study of the actual use of
this languape,

Thewe are dbwo formal chovacteristics of moral languvape, Horve

siys, vamely preserigtivity ond universalizabilitv. The firet of
the two expresges the forsml mesning of moral lonpuagze as that of

prescxribine actions., (making moral lanpuage, when it is

chernebevigtically used, a subeelags of value langmage, which is
in turn ene sort of preseriplive languope. What gives volue
language ite evalvative meaning is, according to lare, ite

preseripbivity, o that the evaluative meaning of value langhage
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ig identicol with its prescriplive menning ), That is to say,
vhen a moral judgement is made, this weans that the sponker is

preseribing a cexdain aciion. And that in bi

-

s prescribing, thoeugh
he way have his reasons for prescribing this particelar aetion, he

is logically free to prescribe any action,

lwveryehing that is distinelively woral in the wmeaning of &
moral judscment is totally independent (logically independent) of
the navture oi +the aclion whieh 16 actually nrescribes,

‘the secomd Sormal principle of moral languape, universalizability,
serves as a vobional cheel on the moval judgemente of the epeaker,
Leee it ensuves that he is consistent and dees not preseribe
different actiens in situaiions whieh arve siwilar in 811 velevant
aspects, that is to say, unless he has changed his movral epinione

It ia the first of the two principles, orescriplivity, which

is the most important Tmom the point of view of our discussione
For it is prescriptivity vhieh nakes woral language moral, lare
holda, Le@o, the primary meaning of a moval judgenent ig the
pregseribing of o certain action, for whieh nresmeribiag there is no
Jogieal veason in the aclual aetion itself ox in any of the factual

agpects of the achbion, e.g. some characteristies of the action itself

le Qoo .;..‘..‘fq‘ié,g.ﬂ Pite ?»().;'o



oxr some yesult it might haveo

“o here we gee that Harve's moin cententien ig to state the
logical independence of moral judgements {and valune judgements
in general ) from Faciual siebements,

Al this means thot Have is egiablishing on formal prewisses,
(io¢o on the hasis of a Formal study of langnage) shat has
previously been held on various other premisses. e holds that there
is no necessary comnection between facts and valwnes, or Letween
what is and what ought te he, or how it might bave heen put,

In this separation ol fact and value ilare is at one with the
other vepresentatives of linpgnistic philesophy, and alge with the
views of the logiceal positivists with which linpguistie philogophy
e sometimes linked wder dhe common name "analytical philosephy',
despite a1l the differonces in mood and terminelogy and szlse
matters of substance.

Ater hoving consideroed Holle Hore's view so far we turned to
& study of some vecewul exponents of v iheolopicanl ethic, including
sueh views as those of G, . Ligstrup, who ¢lninms on a theological
basie that there is no porbicular Chyristian ethic apart from a
morplity based on the general human situation, ang thoere of I, Harth
and I, lruwaney, who hold that ethics is only posrible on the hasis

of the Christerevelation. in olther case we boave got to do with a
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view of ebthies which implies anobher thesry abouwt the weoning of
moral language than the one ﬁ%evidﬁﬂ by the anslysis. and an
interpretation of theologiecal ethics on terms which nre compatvible
with the separation of fact and value consiitutes a Dundamental
brealk with anyvithiang that has hitherto heen meant by ethics ina a
theological context.

This confrontation of the ethieasl theory of analytical
phileosophy with vavious {heelogical views of the wmeauning of ethiesg

%

oo iare's account of

Tumby

prompted vs to a closer cviticnl analysis o
the meaning of weral language.

vhet we cloim to leve shown in this smalysie isg that the
undergbanding of the meaning of meral loanguage, vwhich Mare holds
that bhe has avrived al by a study of the actual use of lanpuage,
represents an interpreiation of leugunge bpsed on olher premisses
than thope offered by lauguape itself, That is to sav, wvhat llave
calls the logical struciurs of meral languapge is really a strueture
lmposed on this kind of loanpuage wn exitra-linguistic grounds in the
actual process of analysis. the "form® of lenguage which Hare'a
anelysis discloses to us is the form which emeypges when language is
studied on the basis of a certain view of the world and ovr knowledge
ol it, amd of the fuonetion of langunage in this world, Hare's

substential philosophical views are embodied in the very concepis

which he uses for analysing woral language, fiwst of all the concepts



of "fact®™ and “value® themselves.
That is to say, thce Fomxugl cheracteristic of woral language

which is expressed in the disunity ol faect and valuve derives from

the conbewt in whieh moral language is amnlysed,
Tor underlying ilarve's analysis is the view that wiest we can
have knowledge of ave "Facls" as something separate from the

*

factor, or Faclors, whieh moke morality moral. Andd that the
inforwative funevion of language lies in veporting these Yohjectlve"
facts, wo that stetements ohont them are the only possible gtatements
ehout what there veally ®ig", {Whether statements ahoul these
facts vequire a verification in gome leoser ox slrieter sense doen
not a¥fect this avgament.)  In thei case seieniific lanpuage is the
paradipmatic case of cognlbive languape.

sukt iF dthig ie the context in which moral lansuage isg to be
analysed thon Hhore is not much left For moral language to have but
Ypreseripuive” ox some similar kind of meaning, with its logiecal
independence from "facis",

Whot i1 one holds that the notion of “FfaetsY as desceribed shove
does not express all ihere %"ig", hut rather an abstraction from 147
This abstraction may have sowe purpose aund validity ip a ceritain
conbext. Yt the limitation of the eonbext in which all kinds of
language are 1o he wndevsiooed Lo this cowtext alone i suite arbitrary,
leee unless we opevate on the hasiz of a certain view of the world and

of langunge,
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What Hare is doing is Lo pestulote sowmething which he calls

¥Faects® and of whielh he claims thetl his presecibing of ceritain

actione is logiecally independent (Cf, his own stotement that it

io enough that he uses wmoral words prescriplively fow his theory
of woral lunguape Lo be thie correct one).
pat there is no reason vhatsoever wity one shounld acecept

¥
3
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Hare’s (explicit or iwmplicit) definition of "facte" and of
"pregeripLivity" as @ basis fov an avlAlysis of moral language and
of the moral phenomens which ave expressoed in ite

in other writings aparh Ffrom his Jreel contrilwiions to the
discuasion of cthics hare bimecelf scerms Lo be en the poiunt of
realizing that the noitter is not so elsavecul as ithe fact-and-value

geparalion stugpests, ond thal when we mukv w Taciuel statement we

arce not jusi laboellips eowme “Yabjechive fact" witha name,  “omething

more is involwved, Yor we do nol call somelldng a "facet” unless weo

. C . ok -
"roke up o corieain altiinde tfo tire world® Thiz would geen

to open up at least the possibility of a Livoader context in which

moral lanpuage could be understood, vavaels own contribution deoes
not {ake wng vory far, bowever, and for twe reasonsg: Uirsi, his

thouphts on the funeiion of blik and of veligions helief are unrelated

1.  fee ahove p. 156,



to his cthical wribtings, And secondly, bis thouglts on those
mathers ave ineconclusive, not o say ambigueous. "hey might be
interpreted as implying thel what we call “Vaetls" ore in the

lagt resort creations of the subject {i.¢o of the commen luian

mind}. Gt o this is hardly Have's view,  [b wight bhe wmore Faiv

to suy that for him the aviiiude in question corresponds to something

-v 03

about the vorld, but someithdng othor thap bhe "facts" Lhemsclveg, in

the sense in wvhieh Harve pyelers Lo nge the woxd “"factY,
In any case, it is Lo be deplored that hare swops shorl of
aslking what this means for our whole undersianding of lanpuage and
of morsl langwge in partienlar, since that is what he has primarily heen
concorned witl,
But still these thoughis by Helle Hare cveate o ceviain link
with oither trende in vecent Lhought, which vwould scem to offer a
more ade uate undersianding of the context in which woral language
should be apal. sced than does hie tlwory, S0 Gef e CORLEBPOIGYY

exisiontiol anmlyzig,

3

It would seom that human existence, as herve oonalveed, is the
context vhere language hes to he studied, In the existential
agpect of langunpe a union, ox wnity, hetween fach and value bheconmes
possible, iy rolhor, necessary. Yor although conventional values

wight be rejected by existentiallst philesophers theve gtill emerpges



a phenomenon of htmon esistence which is boll constitutive of
existenee and itsely a vplue opr o elaim.,  dore often than not
whia phenomenou is "freedom’,

1t has been lelt to the expesitors of the (reat vesresceutatives

il

ol exisucniialist philesophy to try and work ouvt wore svetenatically

whot the swypestions of Lhe Intler mean oud whal their iwmplicotions

are, Ve Yound, reason o diraw adtentdon to the vork of
John Mocauarvie in this conneciion, Hie undersompcing of theologieal
Tanpuapge is baged on Meldegper®s philogopby, underlining iia

onhelopieal aspeets, and also draving & line o elemente in idealist

philogophy, in casu the thoughts of o, Urban on the nmesning of

Mdacauarrie stresses, with Yeldepgger, thol lanpguase is an
existential phenomenon ant bhol it canuoet be vndergtnod apart from

its existential econtoxt, i.e, from its humnn contexi, "the conbexd

., . X 1
of the life and oxperiencesn of the heings who use lanpguage” .
1o irineiples of Chrisiian “heolopy, 196G, n.113),

Luuiuentuliys avqnarvj Lnn; {8 thatv ﬂn thds point there is a
canvergenee o) cxistentialism and lorienl amalyeis with its
stress on the use of }?1guagv imt no convergence is yrenlly
wuﬂmlale here, For the analysts dwaspine the peesibility of an
anslysis of the use of lunguope pey se, by observing its overd
hehaviour, as L6 were, i.c, Jﬂucﬁﬁﬁaﬁnily ol any understonding
of the conhext ol this use, e.g. of humen capevience These
are exactly questions vhich the Jogieal analysts would Blaim
to transcend with itheir study of loanguape.
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The modes of language which express its existential clements
intvoduce such persenal factors as valuation, feeling and intercst,.
But this docs not nake them non-cognitive, as Macguarrvie sees ite.

If the dogmas of religion express "an intention to Follow a
policy of aclbion, this is inseparable from the convietion that
such a policy is both demanded and supporited by the stvucture of
reality". And Yelthough lemenbs of feeling uwnderlie them

{ige. theological statements] in a way whieh is net the case with
geientifie osseriions, these affeeiive elements ave ingeparable
from what arve behieved to be insights into the way things are“l.

Sueh existentiol lanpuage lights up a situation, it "lets ug he
avare of the situntion as & whele and permils us {0 netice dimensions
of that situation whiech are diseclosed to a partiecipont but way be
2
veiled from & were heholder®,
Affeetive ptates and the senteneces in which they come $o verbal
expresgion do not give kmowledge of paviiculor beings. ot that
doen not mean that thoy vefey only to the subject of these affective
gtotes. They peint to some state of affairs heyond themselves, to

an "onbrokon unity of subject and object within a esituation ox

1. lbiden, pellfe

2., Ibidem, p.88.
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stimctore that is lknown frem within' An unhroken wunity
expevienced on the level of feeling, that is to say, "in feeling
we intuit the situation in which we find ours@lvem“l.

It is elear thot this analysis of the existential context of
possible modes of language, amongthem theological language,
provides a context fer an uwnderstanding of the legical struecture
of weral langnage, of the relation hetweon faet and value, very
different fvrom the context provided by a philosophy wvhich has no
oo for this human situation or these dimensions of ithe human
sibuation amony the “structures of reality" or "thingse as they are'.
Statements about "God" in theological lanpguage de nol express
suabjective emotions, nor subjective uwnderiakings to pursuwe a certain
policy, nor do they on the other hand give information about some
fact per se,. They elwoys imply a relation of value or obligation,
iee, they have moral implications,

This wight be o valid intevpretation of Maecquarriels view.

b thig dees net mean bthoat sueh o context for vadersianding
moval language is to he found only in so-called “"existentdalism".

indeed, Mocguarrie himself links his view with that of W.M. Urban,.

1. Jbiden.



And we found o velated view in Johm Omen's work. IHe deals
explieitly with the question of values in relation o knovwledge,
combining existential clements systematically with reasoned
discourse, s view is that exporience of wvaluwes through
partiecipation and intexest ig essential for all knowledge, and
thereby an essential element in all knowledge,

Onan ig thus providing o context in which moral language could
be understood both as cognitive and as allowing for a unity between
fact and value., Values are aspects of reality to be knewn, and
they arve always related Lo the rest of what is knowne.

It should be pointed out that in concembrating on the shove
mentioned writers we are net necesserily arvguing thal acecess 4o a
gtructure of reelily in which the unity of faect and value resides

cen only be conceived of as obtainable through experience. In

thig econnection we want to leave the possibility open for ovgning
that we can reach an wnderstanding of it throungh inmate reason.
In either case the conbtexnt for waderstanding moral languoge would
have the same gtructuve,

It is even more important to peint out that we ave not
interesbed in undevstanding “experience" in any narvow sense. We

will indeed hold the possibility open for arguing that the experiemce

through vhich ye gee the total context of huwan life and language io

determined by revelation and its acceptance in faith, in any scnse
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of these wvordg.

It will be clear thot s theoxy whieh sechs o understand
moval language in its context will hove o sitert with an analyseig
of the so~called "faetnal® words which occur, oy might oceur, in
moral discourse as bearers of mowal meaning. These are the words
which Hare admite ean have a "secondary" evaluative meaning, 1.0,

they can come to be connected with a certain moyal opinion about

the faets which they denote. But in lare's view the important
thing in thet their primery, factual, wmeaning can always be
abgtracted from the moral epinien and brought to expression im
other words, if nccessary.

Our contention has beon that this is the questien~bepging
presupposition of Have's theory. We get a tolnlly different
picture if we see that the logieal structure and the meaning of
moral longuage is not to be found First of all by a study of words
like "good", "vight', Yought®, as if they had a meaning in iselation
from everything else, It ig 4o be found in the logie of words like
"love", Yeourage", "trust, in words expvesging besic human
velationships like "fathexr®, "son® s.., "neighbour®, “friend", and
in words with a theological charaeter like "God", "ereatuvey, “graece",
“eommandment’ and 50 one

vords like those last mentioned are not mere labels for ehjective

facts, but they have connotations wlhich derive from the total context
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in which these facte ave known. That is to say, these connotations
refer to such aspects of the context ss place the subject in a

moral relotion to the facts, still claiming that they thereby refer
o a structore of yrenlity.

What the morpl words like "good", Yrighi” oand Yought" do is
to refer explicitly to this meral aspect of our epprehension ox
avmvenens (or what word we might want to use) of renlity, and their
meaning cannot be found anywhere elsoe.

That lare postulates anothey uwse and meaning of these words
whieh he wants to call +he "moral" weaning does not auntomatically
make him & victer im the dispute abeut thelr meaning, just hecanse
it nllows him a "free-er® usc of them. ¥e have mointoined thot
there are substantial philosophical issues invelved in the
understanding of language, and that these lseues, of epistemological
and ontologieal charaeter, have to be avgued about,

Ang it is on these issies that we differ fvom Unre, holding
that he denies the very context in which moval experience and moral
language could be consistently avalysed and underatood.

Tfwo digtinetions have to be wmade in this conuectiond

first, by holding that meral words refer to a siructure of
reality, but net some “objective! characteristic of things, we deo

not advocate g view gimilar to so-ecalled “intuitionism®, which
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holds that nmoral words describe nom-natural gualities of things.
For on that view the fact and iis value arve still to be appvrehended
in two aeparvate and different acts, ags it were., Wheveas our main
objective has been to show that wvhen wve considor the fact in itis
sontext, i.c. without making any shstractions in our stotement of

it, its value is alvave o constituent coloment.

And, secondly, our view must bhe distinguished from the
infovmelist theoxy whieh alsoe speaks of Peontextual implications®
oF factnal statements. For en that view "countextunl implication®
means just that in o given context a fact and o eevitain evaluatbion
of it can come Lo be asscciated in the conventions of. a smaller or
larger soeciety, although there ultimetely is no logical reason for
the nssociation,

tn ony view the conmtext in whieh the fact and its value are
seen as inseparable is iigell the nltimate peint of veference,

We should algo perhops naoke i4 explicitly clear that our theoxy
does not invelve us in any "naturelistie fallacy®.  The whole purport
of our avpument has heen fto refubte the viow wvhieh identifies the
“factual® with the "non-evaluative®s It is on the validity of thie

identification that tho charge of fallaey rests.

As will have become c¢leery we have indicated o basie on whieh o
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theological ethic ean still be meaningfully maintained, lox
theelopgy provides g context in whieh thore can be a unity of
fach and value. ‘This is trwe vhethor the insights of theology
are concedved of as arvived at hy way of reason, experioence ov
revelation, or by some cowhination of ihesc.

Nothing boo been said by this about the guestion of whether
theological ethics is to be understood as exclusive in reloation
to other kinds of ethics or net., hat is first of all a

theological problem, not to he settled on logical grounds. It

wight well he avgned that the waderstanding of the moxal demand
in the conbext of the Christ-revelation does not make the
understanding of the moral demand in o general human eonbext
invalid,

In addition to +this 14 must e wduitied that our digcussion
does not seem to have taken us vevry fnr towards answering particular
substontial meral questions. Despite this we think thel something
nocessary has heen sadd with o view to providing o basis on wvhich

woe can hope to get an answey to our moral pireoblems.



o swmarize vhot we have becen doing in this theslgs

(=)

(b)

(d)

We hove exomined the ethileal theory of lingulsiic analyiieanl
philoaophj, mainly in R.lMe. Hare as its pevhaps most
representative exponent, Yinding that ite ﬁain characteristic
is the éeparation of faect and value,

With a view to the problem of theoleogical ethics we found that
on that point there arises o basie confliet in which the whole
possibility of theelogical ethics ig at issue,.

On a closer examinotien it turns out thet what we have pot teo
deal with is the fundowental wmethodical presuppositions of a
vhilosephy like R.M. Have's.

This makes it neccessaxy to puvsue the inguiry on a very hroad
fvont in seavch of o more adeguate wmethod for doeciding the
Yundamental problems of ethies,.

That ie to say, tho present state of the relations between
philoesephiecal and theolbgical ethics calls for pome hroad
strategic deocigions of method and approach hefore specific
problems can be tackloed. It ia in rvelation to the neced for
puch preliwinary decigion that we have elueidoted our question
and worked towards an anower which, though not definitive, iag a

sulficien® basis on which to decide the diveetion in whiech
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future inguiry and more detailed gtudies would bhe likely 4o
prove Fruitful, It is thus a contribution towards breashking
the present stale-mate in relations between the two

digeiplines.



