Ethical Thought

Thi ti AD1 - "
D: Meta-ethical approaches — Naturalism

APEHACRIEN Camticost Naturalism: objective moral laws exist

Ob exist . .
inj:m'ﬁﬂxfm“mﬁ . independently of human beings

rerms can be understood by analysing The best way to approach Naturalism is to begin with re-visiting a concept from
the natural world: ethical statements Year 1. In philosophy, the terms "empirical’ and ‘'empiricism’ were used. These

are cognitivist aﬁdcnn be verified or terms are usually quite heavily associated with philosophers Locke and Berlkeley but
falsified: verified moral statements are especially with the Scottish philosopher David Hume. The empirical philosophical
objective truths and universal. view is particularly pertinent when it comes to consider the philosophical

dhL'IpEII'I.r.’ of epistemology; that is, the study of how and what we ‘know’. The word
g y is derived from the Greek episteme (knowledge) and logos (words
or discussion), i.e. ‘discussion about knowledge’

the mental action or Key quotes
process of acquiring knowledge and Naturalism 1s an a||:||nuu'h o plli |ll.‘il||l|lil'u| pnlhh'm.-i that illln‘r[m-ln- Them as

understanding through thought; | tractable through the methods of the empirical sciences or at least, without a
SEpoCichice: Atk His sinces distinetively a priori projeet of theorising, (Jacobe)

Ethical naturalism is the idea that ethics can be understood in the terms of
natural science. One way of making this more specific is 1o say that moral

knowledge gained thiough
the senses

Recroit i Bex IL:;L?;::F:}:E gmmk | properties (such as goodness and rightness) are identical with ‘natural’

Epistnméiknnwmdgn,\ and logos properties, that is, properties that figure inlo scientific descriptions or

(words or discussion) i.e. ‘discussion explanations of things. (Rachels)

BROUESSRR ko The epistemological position empiricism takes is that all knowledge is derived from
philosophical the senses; that is, what we see, hear, touch, smell and feel is responded to by our

view found in ancient Greek intellect which gives the experiences meaning. David Hume advocated that we are

philosophy that ‘Nothing is in the
intellect that was not first in the
senses’

born in a state of tabul 1, which literally means ‘a clean slate’. In other words,
we are born with an absence of preconceptions, predetermined views, or indeed
anything in our minds. Everything that we know and learn has its origins in the
; literally means ‘a clean world of sense experience. This is not a new idea; indeed, it affirms the
:l:ll;nand et o the pesiaatic of ancient Greek philosophy and it is also referred to in Aquinas’ writings:
“Nothing is in the intellect that was not first in the senses’

When a proposition (statement) is put forward based upon what we experience, it
is first of all verified {checked for validity, i.e. does it make sense and have meaning
in relation to what we experience?) and
then assessed through empirical means
for the extent of its truthfulness or ‘truth
value’. This means that the world of sense-
experience is appealed to as the basis for
establishing the meaning and truthfulness
ofas

itement, proposition or theory. Once

verification of meaning is established by
, the truth value of a proposition
can be assessed. David Hume argued that we
were born tabula rasa



Key quote

According to the naturalist, there is only the natural order. If something
is ||u.-a!||l:||!'.|| urt'hliml'll (11} l'xirq Ilul s ol |||-.-«-rih|1| n llll' \lu-ullulur_\-'
that describes natural phenomena, and not studied by the inguiries that

HI1I||} natural |-ian-rmm|. a, il is not mhrlll:ﬂlihp we should FECOE] nze as real.
(Jacahs TEP)

Cogpnitivism and realism
Linked to this philosophical approach are the ideas of cognitivism and realism.

Cognitivism is very much related to how our mental faculties process information
and terms and you will meet this again when studying religious language
Cognitivism holds that a stavement or proposition must be related to our
experience in order to verify whether or not it makes sense (true), or, whether or
not it is meaningless (false). Cognitivism is the linguistic aspect of the empirical
approach, that is, it establishes primarily whether or not a propesition has

valid empirical meaning. This was crucially important to those philosophers that
belonged to what was called the Vienna Circle,or, Logical Pogitivists,

Often, an underlying assumption of cognitivism is that the world around us is
objective or real, that is it exists independently of us and our minds and so can be
used to establish knowledge and truth. This philosophical pasition is referred to as
realism; however, there are many different discussions within philosophy as to how
a realist understanding or interpretation of the world is derived, how this relates to
cognitivism, and indeed, what the result of that implies for our knowledge of the
waorld, This is not our concern here, For our studies we take realism to mean that
the world around us is simply ‘there’ and it is not just our imagination, a delusion
nor psychological projection. In other words, it is a real existence that is mind-
independent of us and therefore judgements about moral behaviour are ‘real’
because they directly relate to objective facts of existence.

For example, take the statement: The kind neighbour takes out my bins to the road
every Monday morning.’ In cognitive terms this makes sense as it concurs with

our world of experience and what we know — our minds recognise the notions

of kindness, neighbour, taking, etc. Realism acknowledges that ;

this is true when we experience, through our sense of sight, the
neighbour physically taking out the bins and realism acknowledges
that we did not just imagine it.

The ‘kindness’ aspect is the final assessment. Therefore, a
cognitive, realist approach affirms that a judgement as to the
neighbour's moral character can be found through the experience
of this being a helpful act and bringing happiness to others
involved (from experience we can see that a ‘kind’ act is that
which brings happiness). The language is meaningful, and the
moral judgement relates directly to the consequences of the
physical act. A cognitive, realist approach, then, sees a moral or
ethical proposition as being related directly to the empirical world,
truthful and valid.
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1.1 What is the peripatetic axiom?
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1.2 What does the word epistemology
mean?

——
K&y terms
Gennitivism: the meta-ethical
view that ethical sentences express
meaningful propositions and can
therefore be true or false

famous group
of philosophers interested in logical
philosophy also known as the Vienna
Circle

Proposition: statement

Feali view that an object exists
in reality independently of our mind

(mind-independent)

An act as simpie as taking out another’s bin for collection can be
seen fn ethical terms.
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Key quotes

According to moral realists,
statements about what actions are
morally required or permissible and
stalements aboul what dispositions
or character trails are morally
virtuous or vicious (and so on) are
nol mere expressions of subjective
preferences bul are objectively

true or false acconding as they
correspond with the facts of morality
— just as historical or geographic
statemenls are true or false
according as they it the historical
or geographic facts. (Hale,
Encyclopaedia Britannica)
Naturalism was supposed to
explain away ethics altogether by
associating ethical concepis such as
goodness or duty with non-ethical
concepts such as pleasure or utility
or the desire that society should be
preserved. (Warnock)

quichipire

1.3 What does the term ‘proposition’
mean?

quickpire

1.4 Which group of philosophers were
associated with the Vienna Circle?

Key term

Ethical Naturalism: the view that
ethical propositions can be understood
by analysing the natural world

Empiricism, cognitivism and realism are all inter-related; however, as with

realism, that inter-relationship is much debated within epistemology and

different philosophers take different positions on the subtleties of what this
inter-relationship actually is. This is where it gets really complex but fortunately,
again, it is not our concern. Suffice to say that an empirical, cognitivist and realist
approach is one that recognises that the world around us can provide answers to
our philesophical questions and that we do not need to go beyond the realm of the
senses for an explanation.

In short, this position described above is the position of philosophical Naturalism.
What, then, of ethical debate about the nature of good, bad, right or wrong? What
does this all mean for ethics?

Naturalism and analysis of the natural world

From this foundation of philosophical Naturalism it is proposed that ethical
knowledge can be reduced to, and explained through, empirical means. Ethical
Naturalism, then, argues that we can know whether something is good, bad, right
or wrong by deference to the world around, an experience of which imparts this
ethical knowledge,

Key gquote

According to the naturalist, there are no Platonic forms, Cartesian mental
substances, Kantian noumena. or any other agents, powers, or entities that do
not {in some broad sense} belong to nature. (Jacobs)

Thismeans that ethical Naturalism proposes:

That moral terms can be understood by analysing the natural world
(empirical)

In ather words, ethical language can be understood by referring to, and closely
analysing, what we experience from the natural world around us. For example, we
all understand that to experience the kindness of another is a ‘good’ experience and
that to experience cruelty from another is a ‘bad’ experience.

That ethical statements are cognitivist and can be verified or falsified
(cognitivist)

Taken further, this then means that our experiences have meaning because we can
verify, from our experiences, that kind acts are "good’ and cruel acts are 'bad’ due
to the happiness or suffering that these experiences produce. We can all verify this
and it means the same for everyone

That verified moral statements are objective truths and universal

If the ethical descriptions and statements about our world have meaning for
everyone then it also follows that they are objective truths and universal. If the
world around us is objective or real, that is it exists independently of us, then it can
be used to establish knowledge and truth. We can then discuss ethics meaningfully
and establish certain propositions about geod and bad ethical behaviour, for
example that kindness is good, because our experience of the world verifies this.
That objective features of the world make propositions true or false
(moral realism)

If these experiences are mind-independent, uniform and universal then this also
means that the statements ‘kindness is an ethically good act’ and ‘cruelty is an
ethically bad act” are true because these experiences are grounded in the objective
features of the world around us. That is, we can actually see how kindness works.
From this, we all can agree that kindness is good because the experiences in the
world around us establish that this is true.



The dassical example of Ethical Maturalism as an ethical theory is that of

1 as proposed by Mill. A Utilitarian approach is typically Naturalistic
in that it apphes ethical reasoning from the basis of the experience of happiness
and that the most useful ethical action is seen as that which brings the maximum
levels of "happiness or pleasure’. Utilitarians argue that everyone should do the
most useful thing. The most useful thing is seen as action or actions that result
in maximum levels of happiness or pleasure. Therefore, actions that produce the
most happiness are seen as good. However, Mill was very interested in establishing
an ethical society, not just individual guidance, and therefore the most important
sontrtblmun by Mﬂl then, can be argued to be his introduction of the idea of

. This proposed that everyone ought to aim at the happiness of

everyone, as increasing the general happiness will increase individual happiness.
This argument then supports the idea that people should put the interests of the
group before their own interests
Mill's theory of Utilitarianism mirrors the progressive statements on the previous
page:
Moral terms can be understood by analysing the natural world in relation to the
effects of our actions.
Ethical statements are cognitivist and can be verified or falsified in relation to
what we know about actions and their consequences from the empirical world,
namely, the amount of happiness or pain they create.

Verified moral statements are objective truths and universal so we can establish
that everyone ought to aim at the happiness of everyone, as increasing the
general happiness will increase individual happiness.

The objective features of the world, namely the impact of acts that create
happiness and acts that create suffering, make our ethical propositions about the
nature of such action true or false.

The most important point about Ethical Naturalism is that it supports the view that
objective moral laws existindependently of human beings and are grounded in

the empirical nature of existence. Having established the link between an objective
external existence (realism) and that a cognitivist approach can verify or establish
the validity of what we experience (empiricism), then it logically follows that

what we know about what we experience makes our ethical statements objective.
Therefore, we can recognise objective moral laws that exist independently of
human beings and that are located firmly in the world around us.

As Naturalism places great emphasis on the empirical then it opens itself up to
the realm of the scences and so we find we have social Naturalism, biological
Naturalism, evolutionary ethics, psychological Naturalism and philosophical
materialism. There is also the whole question of whether or not the purpose of
Naturalism is tive or morm , a5 'we shall see later with evolutionary
ethics.

For the purpose of this Specification, Ethical Naturalism should be understood as
set out here, that is, as empirical, cognitive and realist, and also in relation to the
contribution to philosophy of F. H. Bradley to which we now trn.

Think of an everyday scenario and write a paragraph describing it with
reference to some of the key terms above.

Study tip
Start to create a glossary of key terms but make sure that you have a separate
column for the definitions so that it makes it easy to cover them up and l'est_\purseif.
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term used as a criticism
of Naturalism that it can only describe
and not be prescriptive

to do with ‘norms’ of
bceimvma.r used in ethics to describe
theories stating what we should do or
how we should behave

Mill's utilitarian
principle that that everyone cught to
aim at the happiness of everyone, as
increasing the general happiness will
increase individual happiness

titthigarn an: theory first
systematically outlined by Jeremy
Bentham stating that we ought to aim
taproduce the greatest amount of
pleasure and the least amount of pain

quichpire

| 15 How does Utilitarianism define the

word ‘good'?

Mill's argument that the interests of the
group should come before the interests of
the individual s the underlying feature of
democracy.
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Specification content

F. H. Bradley - eliﬂacn]m
EXpress pro

positions;
features of the world make

propositions true or false; meta-
ethical statements can be seen in

scientific terms.

Key quote

This philosophical method is ealled
by Hegel ‘dialectical’, and it is the

method of Bradley's Ethical Studies.

{Norman)

Hegel's view
mm two opposite views (hypothesis,
antithesis) can be united (synthesis)
through philosophical analysis

philosaphical view that
accepts two states of existence, the
physical and mataphysical

group of metaphysical
philosophies asserting that reality,
of reality as humans can know it,
is fundamentally mental mentaily
constructed, or otherwise immaternal

philosophical argument of
of involving strongly critical writing or
speach
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F. H. Bradley’s Ethical Studies and Idealist Moral
Philosophy

The rest of this section we will look at F. H. Bradley. The following pages may seem
comprehensive when Bradley appears to be just one part of the Specification list;
however, this is misleading as the Specification for T1A is a whole entity in relation
to Naturalism and the intention is that the following pages can be used to select
appropriate evidence and examples to illustrate naturalistic propositions and its
overall position. Obviously, you will not need to take all this into an examination
with you but that does not mean it is not relevant. Any of the following can be used
to support your answers. [t also makes sense to consider Bradley's full argument

as presented in chapter five of his work Ethical Studics which is where he expounds
key elements of ethical naturalistic theory.

Francis Herbert Bradley was born on January 30, 1846 in Clapham, Surrey, England.
His father was an evangelical preacher. Bradley studied at Marlborough College
and leftit in 1863. In 1865. Bradley got into University College, Oxford and was
later elected to a lucrative fellowship at Merton College, Oxford in 1870 which was
tenable for life, had no teaching duties, and could be affected only by marriage.
Bradley never married and therefore, without teaching duties, had much time to
continue writing. Although Bradley was inspired by Hegel's dialectical method,
Bradley did not look upon himself as a Hegelian philosopher. However, his views on
ethics were aired in his highly polemical work Ethical Studies published in 1876. This
was a series of related essays to work dialectically through the defective theories
towards a better understanding of ethics.

F. H: Bradley was a famous British philosopher belonging to the tradition of
British |dealism: or Neo-Hegelians as they are sometimes called. He was heavily
influenced by the philosopher Hegel's approach to philosophical investigations.
Technically, Bradley cannot be regarded as a Naturalist philosopher; his major work
on ethics, Ethical Studies, is a highly polemical work so typical of the Hegelian
tradition. Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel was a German philosopher who tried
to overcome the idea of dualism, that is the distinctive separation of the meta-
physical and the physical by considering one view (thesis) and then the contrary
view (antithesis) and then combining them (synthesis) - although it was not quite
as straight forward as this may suggest. This method was known as

. Bradley, a British idealist philosopher, following Hegel's melhodology
attempted to present a more developed form of Naturalism by combining it with
Kant's philosophy of duty.
The Stanford Encyclopedia suggests that sometimes Bradley's work is taken out of
context and considered as his 'final’ position on philosophy and this has happened
with regard to Naturalism. Although Bradley gives a good account of it, Naturalism
is not his final position and so this explains some of the confusion when he is
presented as a Naturalist philosopher in some books.

Key quotes

There is a broad sense of ‘moral naturalism’ whereby a moral naturalist is
someone who believes an adequate philosophical account of morality can be
given in lerms entirely consistent with a naturalistic position in philosophical
inquiry more generally. According to such broad metaphysical naturalism,

all facts are natural facts. Natural facts are understood to be facts about the
natural world, facts of the sort in which the natural sciences trade. (Lenman)

.. the famous *My Station and Its Duties”, where he outlines a social conception
of the =elf and of morality with such vigour that it is understandable that the
o

taken idea that it EXPresses his own |'IIJeii|ilHl has gaiuﬂi SOME CUrrency.

(Stanford)



In other words, what Bradley does with Naturalism is try to bring together the
two theories of Utilitarianism and Kantian ethics by taking their theories with all
their inadequacies and imperfections and attempting to unify them without any
deficiencies. What he ended up with was a developed ‘naturalistic’ philosophy

of ethics in one chapter of his book (My Station and its Duries). However, this
philosophical position in itself Bradley saw as deficient due to the incompleteness
of its metaphysical end (self tion). By the end of his book. Bradley had
again shifted position towards a more metaphysical, idealist position. Mary
‘Warnock observes:

‘The last two essays in Etlical Studies are devoted to further elaboration of this
notion of the end (self-realisation) ... and to a discussion of the relation between
religion and morality. The respects in which the theory is essentially metaphysical
are perhaps now clear. More specifically, it is essentially an idealist moral
philosophy, deriving from the idealist view of the unity and coherent nature

of reality.’ The confusion sometimes repeated in books is to assodate Bradley

with Naturalism without qualification. Whilst Bradley himself was no Naturalist
philosopher by any means, his essay My Station and its Duties, does present us with
avery refined form of Naturalism.

Bradley's Hegelian Ethics and the development of the
Naturalist philosophy

It is in the essay entitled My Station and its Duties (chapter five of Bradley's book
Ethical Studies. 1867), where he attempts to unify Kant's theory of duty with the
Naturalism of Utilitarianism. As mentioned above, Ethical Studies is a progressive
work in that it contains seven different proposals about, and positions on; ethical
theories, each of which is seen as superior to the previous one and yet at the same
time retaining some of the validity of its predecessor. Therefore, the presentation
of this in essay five is seen to be an advancement of one type of Naturalism
{ethical Hedomsm and Utilitarianism) and an improvement on the deontology
and transcendent {ealism of Kant, In true Hegellan fashion, Brsdley r!Jects
both LluILtdnamsm and Kantian ethics but in My Station and {ts Duties combines
(through dialectical synthesls]l the empirical basis of Naturalism with the idea of
universal obligation evident in Kant's idealist ethical theory.

Bradley is attracted by the Maturalist approach of Utilitarianism but is
uncomfortable with its subjective nature and the lack of unity that it brings,

as Norman confirms, the aim of My Starion and its Duties is to present ‘a ]

these particulars into a coherent whole'. Bradley is also interested in Kant's
transcendental notion of duty, but yet is dissatisfied with the detachment from the
empirical realm that is, according to Norman,
‘divorced from any way of becoming particular
and concrete’. Norman continues, ‘The initial
movement is from the hedonistic utilitarianism
of “pleasure for pleasure’s sake” to the Kantian
morality of “duty for duty’s sake”, and from
that to the social morality of “My Station and
its Duties™.
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Key terms

OO ethical system that
{:utlmes a2 set of duties

n: Bradley’s view
lhat the self wanders through a
philosophical course of discovery that
ends with the one being united with
the whole

I 2 Kant's
ph.tbsnpll!; mal thz human su!.t
or transcendental ego, constructs
knowledge out of sense impressions
and from universal concepts called
categories that it impeses upon them

Quichpire

overcome dualism?

"1.6 How did the philosopher Hegel try to

Key quotes

The concept of *My Station and
its Duties” is the core of Bradley’s
moral theory. ( Warnock)

This view, the belief in the
necessary dependence of people
upon one another and upon

their circumstances, is set out

in explicit opposition in the first
place to individualism, that is 1o
utilitarianizm interpreted as a kind
of egoistic hedonism. and secondly
to the Kantian and abstract
formulae of duty for duty’s sake.

L] “ LIJ'Il(ll'l\ )
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Key gquote

The moral world is a world of active
agents, choosing things and doing
things, and projecting themselves
upon their environment. (Warnock)

Bradley’s essay My Station and Its Duties

In looking at Bradley’s vision of ethics in My Station and its Duties, it may help us
to consider the two opposing views that he wanted to leave behind (Hedonistic
Utilitarianism and Kantian ethics). Two passages from English literature may help
us explain Bradley's problem and solution from a different perspective. The first is
a famous prose passage written by the Metaphysical poet John Donne in the 17th
century:
No man is an island,
Entire of itself,
Every man is a piece of the continent,
A part of the main.
If a clod be washed away by the sea,
Europe is the less.
As well as if a promontory were,
As well as if a manor of thy friend's
Or of thine own were:
Any man’s death di
Because 1 am involved in mankind,

ishes me,

And therefore never send 10 know for whom the bell wlls;
It tolls for thee.

(John Donne, Devotions Upon Emergent Occasions, Meditation 17)

Although not originally meant as a poem, it expresses extremely well an aspect of
Bradley's philosophy in the essay My Station and its Duties in that it sees a human
being as an'essentially social creature warking inter-dependently with other human
beings and affecting them within this world.

This is:a far cry from the idea of an isolated self, suggested by Aldous Huxley, that
is some kind of separate personal entity that looks on agonisingly from outside the
world, and yet can still see and understand, what we all experience:

We live together, we act on, and react to, one another; but always and in

all circumstances we are by ourselves. The martyrs go hand in hand into

the arena; they are erucified alone. Embraced, the lovers desperately try

to fuse their insulated ecstasies into a single sell-ranscendence; in vain,

By it= very nature every embodied spirit is doomed to suffer and enjoy in
salitude. Sensations, feelings, insights, fancies — all these are private and,
excepl through symbols and at second hand, incommunicable. We can pool
information aboul experiences, but never the experiences themselves, From
family
Huxley, The Doors of Perception)

to nation, every human group is a society of island universes, (Aldous

The problem that Bradley had was that he wanted to demonstrate that Hedonistic
Utilitarianism did not recognise the 'self as part of the whole (as in Donne's
poem) and that it was too egotistical. At the same time, he also rejected Kant's
transcendental idealism of the ‘self” as some kind of separate but interactive
autonomous will (like Huxley's passage). Bradley's position in My Station and Its
Duties was to demonstrate that the ‘isolated’ self was actually part of the ‘island’ of
the whole social organism. Bradley wished to unite Huxley's separated self to the
empirical world of Donne. He writes:

For he does not even think of his separate self; he grows with his world, his
mind fills and orders itself; and when he can separate himself from that world,
and know himself apart from it, then by that time his self, the object of his self-
consciousness, is penetrated, infected, characterised by the existence of others.
Its content implies in every fibre relations of community.



For Bradley, the whole point of ethics was concerning the ‘self but not in abstract
alone with no relation to the physical world, like metaphysical philosophers would
suggest. Instead, the realisation should be that the ‘self’ could be fully appreciated
when understood within, and not to be seen as separate from, the whole and the
best way to understand oneself, one’s purpose and one's duty was to find one’s
niche, or ‘station’ as Bradley expresses it. As Bradley writes:

“To know what a man is (as we have seen) you must not take him in isolation.
He is one of a people, he was born in a family, he lives in a certain sodiety, in a
certain state. What he has to do depends on what his place is, what his function
is, and that all comes from his station in the organism.’

Bradley goes on to explain that the problem with Kantian ethics was that it was
far too “abstract’ and yet simultaneously ‘subjective’ because it was not ‘real in

the world' but simply an ‘inner notion in moral persons'. Bradley states, ‘It did not
come to us as what was in fact, it came as what in itself merely was to be, an inner
notion in moral persons, which, at least perhaps, had not power to carry itself out
and transform the world." in other words, although supposed to be a universal
notion of duty, Kantian ethics and universalisation depended too much upon the
unpredictable will of the individual.

Bradley's solution was that through a process of ‘self-realisation’, whereby one
actively identifies one’s place in the social organism of the world: ‘we, in fact do,
put ourselves forth and see ourselves actual in outer existence’. That is, it is the
enactment and inter-action with the world around us is where the self discovers
its ethical sense of duty. This is the process of self-realisation. Such self-realisation
eradicates the sense of self-isolation that is merely a delusion. Bradley is clear that
the true idea of 'self is imbued with the society within which it operates.
Therefore, in relation to the wording of the Specification:

Ethical sentences express propositions

Bradley's essay sees ethical sentences as cognitive (verifiable) and also meaningful
because they relate to this world and are not part of some abstract, intuitive
conscience. Ethical sentences depict interactions with our world and recognise
that we are part of a whole. For Bradley, it is because an agent’s ‘station’ and
‘duty’ are to be found within the empirical realm that the nature of ethical
statements expressed are both verifiable (cognitive) and relate to the facts of the
world in which we live (Bradley follows Hegel and refers to this as the ‘concrete
universal’). However, it is with the duty element that Bradley clearly sees as
beyond the Kantian notion of a prieri knowledge but grounded firmly in the
experience of the real world. Our place and role in the historical community
provide us with a measurable observable basis for a satisfying life. Our goal is

to realise our true self, which we learn (through observation) in the family and
community, and adapt the values of our society - and those of other societies that
offer sound criticisms of our society.

Objective features of the world make propositions true or false

Bradley's essay acknowledges that our knowledge of society around us can assert,
confirm or deny the claims of ethical propositions in relation to realising and
finding one's station in life in accord with the process of self-realisation.
Meta-ethical statements can be seen in scientific terms

An ethical judgement of value can be made within the parameters of the empirical

world without any appeal beyond this. Ethical decisions are part of the process
of self-realisation, of engaging with, and becoming part of the whole through
embracing the ‘concrete’ reality by finding one's niche, place or station of duty
within the organism as a whole. This socially interactive process is the crucial

aspect for Bradley.

r
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Key quote

The difficulty is: being limited and
50 not a whole, how to extend myself
=0 as 1o be a whole? The answer is
be a member in a whole. Here your
private self, your finitude, ceases

as such to exist: it becomes the
function of an organism. (Bradley)

quichipire

1.7 What was Bradley's problem and
what was the solution he proposed?

Key term

Concrete universal: Bradley's view
that the self is not isolated but is
derived from dialectical relations with

the world
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Key quotes

Thus a morally good or a morally
bad act is a kind of self-as=ertion

or self-expression ... for when we
Judge a man’s acts from a moral
point of view it is as his acts, part of
his whole system of actions, that we
F]dg& them. ( Warnock)

To aim, therefore, at identifying
onesell, whether with the object of
one’s thought or with the world in
which one is living and acting, is to
do no more than to aim o remove
illusion, and to exist in reality.
(Warnock)

Key quote

There is nothing better than my
station and its duties, nor anything
higher or more truly beauntiful.

[ B l‘ul]ll"\ )
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Bradley’s starting point with ethics, according to Mary Warnock, is that he
acknowledges a certain set of ‘facts” ‘the fact that we often feel ourselves to be
under some obligation® or the fact that ‘we have morally failed in some way’. This
foundation, for Bradley, was the fact of ‘moral consciousness’ that united everyone
and each goal of self-realisation served the end of what he calls the self as a whole,
that is, society. Bradley's notion of self-realisation, according to Mary Warnock, is
‘directed over a period of time to a way of life, a system of interconnected actions'.
That is, a person’s moral acts are judged over a period of time and as part of their
actions overall. Morality becomes an act of self-assertion or self-expression.
Bradley's view of morality is general at best. However. any moral act destroys the
illusion that we are isolated from the world and embrace reality. Therefore, the
ultimate aim or end of morality is not just to remove the illusion of separateness
from the world but actually it is to bring any sense of separateness to an end. In
other words, through self-realisation, Bradley's Naturalistic ethic went beyond
simply identifying what the ‘is’ purports to be but also that ‘| am what | ought to
be'. Bradley states: ‘How does the contradiction disappear? It disappears by me
identifying myself with the good will that | realise in the world, by my refusing to
identify myself with the bad will of my private self.’

Key quotes

There is here no need 10 ask and by some seientific process Tind out what
is moral. for morality exists all round us, and faces us. if need be, with

a categorical imperative, while it surrounds us on the other side with an
atmosphere of love. { Bradley)

" This is the Hegelian morality which stresses the social character of the

indivldi,m], and finds the content of moral life in the actions which derive from
particular social relations and functions. (Norman)

Bradley writes:

What is it then that | am to realise? Wi have said it in 'my station and its duties’.
To know what a man is (as we have seen) you must not take him in isolation.
He is one of a people, he was born in a family, he lives in a certain sodiety, in

a certain state. What he has to do depends upon what his place is, what his
function is, and all that comes from his station in the organism.

For Bradley, a person's individual station of duty accomplishes a universal work;
through self-sacrifice the self is restored. In other words, through realising one’s
station and its duties within the whole moral organism we realise who we are and
what behaving ethically is. This is achieved, not through biclogical predisposition
alone, but influenced greatly by the environment around us as we grow and
develop. Norman questions the biological influence of 'genetic inheritance’ but sees
the main strength of Bradley's argument as reflecting 'Hegel's division of ethical life
into the family. civil society ... and the state’. As Warnock writes, a person is ‘not
born in a vacuum, but has a definite place in society and history’. Unfortunately,
Bradley tends to focus mainly on the state which tends then to move into seeing
morality as ‘more or less equated with patriotic duty to one’s country’, according to
Norman.

Norman notes that ‘Bradley's ethics of social relations needs to be revised in this
way if it is to be plausible and acceptable. It requires this radical extension of

the kinds of social relations to be considered. When thus enlarged, however, it
becomes a theory of tremendous importance ...

Norman agrees that Bradley's philosophy does transcend the issues of disinterested
altruism in Utilitarian theory and the explanation of altruism in Kant's appeal to



universality: ‘What we are doing here is not arguing from egoism to altruism but
revealing the inadequacy of the dichotomy between egoism and altruism.’

The advantages of My Station and Its Duties

The proposals found in the essay My Station and its Duties are a marked

improvement on Utilitarianism and Kant's idea of duty for three reasons:

1. My Station and its Duties is to do with the ‘concrete’ and considers actual facts.
It also does not waver into the unpredictable or unaccountable because ‘in my
station my particular duties are prescribed to me, and | have them whether
| wish to or not". The individual is ‘always at work for the whole'. However,
actual facts dictate that duty will not be the same at every time and in every
place. Bradley writes, ‘within certain limits | may choose my station according
to my own liking, yet | and everyone else must have some station with duties
pertaining to it, and those duties do not depend on our opinion or liking”.

Key quote

In short, man is a social being; he is real only because he is social, and can
realise himself only because it is as social he realises himself. The mere
individual is a delusion of theory; and the attempt 1o realise it in practice is the
starvation and mutilation of human nature, with total sterility or the production
of monstrosities, | Bradley)

2. My Station and its Duties is ‘objective’ because it brings together subject
(individual) and object (the world around us). It is this ‘bringing together” that
is the completing of the whole and the justification of absolute objectivity for
Bradley. In other words, the whole works and functions as it should do when
everyone works within their particular station.

Key quote

Morality is “relative’, but nonetheless real. At every stage there is the solid fact
of a world so far moralised. There is an objective morality in the accomplished
will of the past and present, a higher self worked out by infinite pain. the sweat
and blood of generations, and now given to me by free grace and in love and
faith as a sacred trust, (Bradley)

3. My Station and its Duties in uniting subject and object gets rid of the
contradictions found in self-seeking Utilitarianism through the empirical self
and also the abstract but distanced duty of Kant which Bradley refers to as
the ‘non-sensuous moral ideal’. Bradley's theory is that all sense of conflict
between duty and individual sensuality is resolved as all these elements become
part of the wider external world. This is the concrete universal. He states:

‘It is a concrete universal because it is not cml_\,r abowe, but is within and I_hmughou!

its details and is so far only as they are. It is the life, which can live only in and by

them, as they are dead unless within it, it is the whole soul, which lives so far as

this body is as unreal an abstraction as the body without it. It is an organism and a

moral organism, and it is a conscious self-realisation, because only by the will of its

self-conscious members can the moral organism give itself reality. It is the self-
realisation of the whole body, because it is one and the same will which lives and
acts in the life and action of each. It is the self-realisation of each member because
each member cannot find the function which makes him himself, apart from the
whole to which he belongs: to be himself he must go beyond himself, to live his life
he must live a life which is not merely his own but. which nonetheless. but on the
contrary all the more is intensely and emphatically his own individually.’
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Station and its Duties according to
Bradley?

1.8 What are the three advantages of My

Key quote

The universal which is the end, and
which we have seen is concrete and
does realise itself, does also more. Tt
gets rid of the contradiction between
duty and the ‘empirical’ self; it

does not in ils realisation leave

me forever outside and unrealised.
(Bradley)

Key terms i
Categorical imperative: Kant§view
of an unconditional moral obligation
which is binding in all circumstances
and is not dependent on a person’s,
inclination or purpese :
Despotism: Bradley's understanding
of absolute power or the ultimate
controlling afl

Key term

Non-sansum

s 1 ideal

Bradley's term for ﬁnt's general

theory of duty
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Bradley’s ethical guidance

So what normative ethical guidance does Bradley offer? It all appears very vague.
Bradley's view is that ‘there cannot be a moral philoso'phy which will tell us what in
particular we are to do, and also that it is not the business of philosophy to do so’.
Indeed. for Bradley such an idea was ‘'simply ludicrous’.

Despite this, throughout his essay, Bradley does offer statements such as:

= ‘| am what | ought to be ..."

= ‘My station and its duties teaches us to identify others and ourselves with the
station we fill .."

It teaches us that a man who does his work in the world is good ...
‘First in the community is the individual realized ..

‘The realm of morality is nothing but the absolute spiritual unity of the essence
of individuals, which exists in the independent reality of them ...

* “The work of the individual for his needs is a satisfaction of the needs of others as
much as of his own ..’

Them as myself, myself as them.’

Bradley then quotes Hegel in support: ‘the wisest men of antiquity have given
judgement that wisdom and virtue consist in living agreeably to the Ethos of one’s
people’. This is about as specific as it gets for Bradley as he also states that "the view

which thinks moral philosophy is to supply us with particular moral prescriptions
confuses science with art’.

Bradley's moral Naturalism ‘breaks down the antithesis of despotism and
individualism® but at the same time as denying them separately ‘preserves the
truth of them both'; to be an individual recognises the whole and in return the
whole determines a person’s individuality. Bradley's ultimate moral injunction

is to be aware of the morality that is all around us, that ‘faces us, if need be with

a citegorical imperative, while it surrounds us on the other side with an
atmosphere of love".

There are some commentators that have tried to contextualise what Bradley meant
by the term ‘my station and its duties’ by arguing that the Victorian era of which
Bradley was part typically emphasised a tightly organised social structure involving
class, social etiquette and social expectations for moral behaviour. In short, the
Lords were Lords, and the working class were working class, and one was to know
one's place and passively accept it because ‘obedience to the norms of society were
accepted'.

On the one hand, according to Bradley's own views, there may be some truth

to this view of social contexualisation; on the other hand, is not a fair reading of
Bradley's ‘my station and its duties’ as nowhere did Bradley suggest that morality
was about passive acceptance and is a far cry from the idea of self-realisation that
aims to ‘put ourselves forth’, Finding one's station in life and the accompanying
set of moral duties is integral to the process of self-realisation and, although
determined to some extent by society. it is not constrained by it. Natural talents
and abilities are to be expressed as this is all part of a natural process. indeed,
Bradley recognised that morality ‘evolved’ but his idea of a moral evolution was
part of a process of constant change and development and yet at the same time
being able to retain its objectivity. Bradley writes:

‘All morality is and must be “relative”, because the essence of realisation is
evolution through stages, and hence existence in some one stage which is not
final; here, on the other hand, all morality is “absolute”, because in Every stage
the essence of man is realised, however imperfectly.’



So the question remains, 'how do we know and come to identify what our duty
is? Bradley's solution in My Station and its Duties was that this ‘knowledge’ had a
physical basis and a clear scientific explanation.

Naturalism and science: evolutionary ethics

Key quote

If naturali
ation of one or more of the natural or historical scie

s be True, ethies is nol an autonomous science; |

158 I[d"llll'll[lr‘lll or

an applic ances. (Broad)

In terms of the Naturalistic claim that meta-ethical statements can be seen

in scientific terms, Naturalism no longer remains exclusively in the domain

of philosophy. Bradley recognised this in My Station and Its Duties when he
acknowledges the role of through upbringing, psychology and social
behaviour when he writes:

‘If we suppose the world of relations; in which he was born and bred never to
have been then we suppose the very essence of him not to be. If we take that
away, we have taken him away, and hence he now is not an individual in the
sense of owing nothing to the sphere of relations in which he finds himself but
does not contain those relations within himself as belonging to his very being,
he is what he is, in brief so far as he is what others also are.

Bradley also acknowledges the process of evolution but views the whole ‘process’
through the notion of 'self-realisation: ‘Evolution must evolve itself to itself,
progress itself forward to a goal which is ftself, development being out of nothing
but was in, and bring it out, not from external compulsion, but because it isin”. It
is true that Naturalism therefore opens itselfup to the field of scientific enguiry
and it is no surprise then that there has been an explosive interest in the last 40
years in explaining ethics from a scientific perspective whether it be biological or
psychological.

Key quote

Whence morality? That is a question which has troubled philosophers since
their subject was invented. Two and a hall millennia of debate have, however,
failed to produce a satisfactory answer. So now it is time for someone else to
have a go ... Perhaps [biologists] can eventually do what philosophers have

never managed. and explain moral behaviour in an intellectually satisfying way.

{The Economist)

Charles Darwin once wrote: ‘An American monkey, after getting drunk on brandy,
would never touch it again, and thus is much wiser than most men.’ This is a quite
amusing but also an interesting and insightful quotation. If animals can make
decisions based upon experiences of what is pleasure and pain, then in light of
Naturalism this then surely begs the further question ‘what can we learn from
other species about the nature of ethics?” The theory of evolution or °

" as Charles Darwin termed it, opens up the possibility that as we have
evolved as a species physically, then our knowledge and understanding of our own
behaviour has also evolved. Morality too, then, changes and 'evolves’ - not always
for the better one may add — and certainly the picture of ‘progress’ as Bradley saw
it was more akin to a biological understanding of what the process of evolution
involves,

Biologically speaking, human beings have evolved as apes and within the ape
species from some distant pre-ape / pre-human relative. As part of the ape family
our closest relatives are the other great apes (orangutan, gorilla, chimpanzee and
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Key quote

This Hegelian account of the
moral life, in which the self is fully
n-ull'.-ar-ll }ll\- fulﬁ"ir:g il.-a role i|| 1h|'

sovial organism which grounds its
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altracted Bradley,
never o hu\'l' not
tension between the metaphy:
aceount of the sell as necessarily
social and the moral injunction
to realise the self in society.

(Candlish)
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an endangered great ape
closely related to the chimpanzee and
human being

an element of a culture or
system of behaviour passed from one
individual to another by imitation or
other non-genetic means

quichpire

- K
{. z N :
] 1.9 Why did Jared Diamond's book The
i i Third Chimpanzee cause a stir when
| # 4 11 it was published in 19917

Bradley understood evolution as part of
the process of self-realisation.

Key quote

Personal morality and political and
social institutions cannot exist apart
and (in general) the better the one,
the better the other. The community
is moral, because it realises
personal morality; personal morality
is moral, because in so far as it
realises the moral whole. ( Bradley)

Darwin's theory of
evahztion

upbringing

Key quotes

Evolutionary ethics tries to bridge
the gap between philosophy and
the natural sciences by arguing
that natural selection has instilled
human beings with a moral
sense, a disposition to be good ...
Morality would be interpreted as
a useful adaptation that increases
the fitness of its holders by
providing a selective advantage.

(Schroeder LEF)

Evolutionary naturalism has been

an imporiant option in recent
philosophy, not only in ethics bt
in epistemology and philosophy of
mind. Naturalists have sometimes

made exaggeraled claims aboul the

importance of evolution for ethics.
{Rachels)

How can a trait that was developed
under the pressure of natural
selection explain moral actions that
go far beyond reciprocal altruism
or enlightened self-interest?
(Sehroeder IEF)

»0). The bonobo and chimpanzee have more in common with humans
than gorillas and are our dosest living relatives, so much so that in 1991 Jared
Diamond's book The Third Chimpanzee caused a stir when it argued that humans,
bonobos and chimpanzees should form the same sub-category within the great
apes.
‘With such advancements in our scientific understanding of biology, itis no
surprise that one of the most recent areas to contribute to the debate about Ethical
Naturalism is the field of evolutionary ethics. A combination of psychological
and biological approaches, evolutionary ethics tries to demonstrate that ethics
can be explained through empirical means, that is, a purely physical as opposed
to metaphysical, explanation. This has famously been explored by evolutionary
scientists such as Professor Richard Dawkins in his explanation of the ‘meme’ and
also by psychology and behavioural science even to the point where experiments
on the impact of smells on ‘moral behaviour’ have been carried out — one only
has to browse through the annals of the journal Psychalogical Science to see! One
such experiment observed that a team of researchers found that when people
were in a room sprayed with a citrus-scented cleanser, they behaved more fairly
when playing a classic trust game; another experiment suggested that the smell
of deanser made subjects more likely to volunteer for a charity; and, one study
concluded that pleasant scents can trigger generosity!
For the scientific study of ethics, the explanation for ethical behaviour can also
be found by looking at our behaviour towards each other and providing scientific
analysis. Dawkins has even explained possible reasons for altruism. Some, however,
feel that this is no good for the philosophical study of ethics as it may explain how
ethical behaviour may werk but not always swhy ethics works this way. We shall
look at this further and evaluate such claims in the AD2 sections.

There has been a lot to comprehensively digest with the work of F. H. Bradley
and so try to design a flow diagram that indicates the key aspects of each
section, e.g. Hegel's dialectical, Bradley's developed Naturalism, My Station and
Its Duties, advantages, moral guidance, science

Study tip

In answering a question on Ethical Naturalism, it may be helpful to mention the
two different examples studied here: Utilitarianism and Bradley's My Station and
Its Duties to demonstrate that you are aware that there are different expressions
of Ethical Naturalism.

The borobo and chimpanzes have more
in common with humans than gorillas
and are our closest living relative.




Challenges to Naturalism

There have been many challenges to Naturalism as an adequate explanation for
the nature of ethics. The challenges are not restricted to those listed in this part

of the Specification, as challenges also include alternative theories that have been
proposed, such as Intuitionism and Emotivism. Indeed, as this theme progresses
you will see how each theory interacts and responds to another with challenges. In
terms of Naturalism itself. immediately there are three.

Hume's Law (the is-ought problem)

Possibly the most famous objection to Naturalism is that in maintaining that
ethical propositions can be identified from natural phenomena, this then reduces
ethical propositions to observational or descriptive meaning or a mere explanation
of what is happening. For example, when a person gives money freely to another
who is less fortunate, we can see that it has brought more comfort to the life of the
less fortunate and had no real material detriment for the giver. However, to draw
from this a conclusion that ‘it is good for the more fortunate person to give money
to a less fortunate person’ has nothing at all to do with the actual actions. A new
layer of knowledge has been introduced that is not part of the original state of play.
This new layer, according to critics of Naturalism, is NOT part of the actions but
something quite separate. Logically, one cannot draw out from the argument an
element that was not included in the first place. That is, to say what 4s happening
does not logically lead to the conclusion of what osght to happen. The observation
was first put forward by David Hume and is sometimes referred to as Hume's Law
or Hume's Guillotine and states thal it is not logical to derive an ‘ought’ from an 'is’.
Hume writes:

‘In every system of mo , whic
remarked, that the auther procee
reasoning. and establishes the being of 4
human affairs; when of a sudden | am sﬁpﬂse‘d to find, |
usual copulations, is, and is not. | meet with no pa‘mnsi'mnmnns not connected
with an ought, or an ought not. This change is imperceptible; but is, however,

of the last consequence. For as this ought, or ought not, expresses some new
relation or affirmation, it is necessary that it should be observed and explained;
and at the same time that a reason should be given, for what seems altogether
inconceivable, how this new relation can be a deduction from others, which are
entirely different from it.'

In terms of moral propositions, Hume's view is debated and is related

to another one of his prindples, often referred to as Hume's Fork

(see diagram). This sees the principles of a priori knowledge (conceptual
and prior to experience) and a posteriori knowledge (relating to

T1 Ethical Thought

Key terms
Hume s Fork: sees the principles of

as completely separate types of
knowledge

Hume's Law: that an ‘ought’ cannot
be derived from an 'is’

Key quote
Naturalism in ethics, like attempts
1 sqquare the circle and to justify

- induction’, will constantly recur so

long as there are people who have
|§ understood the fallacy involved.
(R M. Hare)

Key gquote

Naturalism provides a view from the
outside, and from that perspective,

it provides all sorts of interesting
information. But it misses something
that can be experienced only from
the inside. namely the normative
foree of the reasoning. (Rachels)

HUME'S FORK

t

experience) as completely separate types of knowledge, and just as the

RELATION MATTERS
prongs on a fork cannot converge, neither can the types of knowledge. OF IDEAS OF FACT
For Hume, a moral proposition is neither stating a propositional, that
is, an a posteriori empirical ‘fact’, nor is it an a prion truth and so does l
not really belong to the world of logic or empiricism: such a statement f T
is a statement of value or judgement that cannot be deduced logically Apriori A posteriori
or deronstrated empirically from a series of events. The philosophers
Bertrand Russell and Alfred Ayer made Hume's Fork a basis for further Analytic Synthetic
development of their own empiricist philosophies, and especially in the
case of Ayer, had a marked influence on their moral philosophy. Deduction Inductive

Necessary Contingent
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L o R objedm@ ) ﬁlﬁthnmmlmm conclusion we 'ought’. In other words, if we want

'Mmm tube(krwdifmm ﬂmmmg then we must reveal the hidden

ethical naturalism is that it

out the normative aspect of el

Since the whole point of ethics is
to guide action, there eould han

be a more serious complaint. The
objection can be expressed in
various ways. One way, which we
have already considered, is 1o say
that we cannot derive ‘ought’ from
‘is". Another is to say that ethical
asserlions are prescriptive, whereas
their naturalistic translations are
merely deseriptive. Or it may just be
said: look at the whole naturalistic
account and you will find nothing
that tells you what 10 do. (Rachels)
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1.10 By which term is Hume's Law also
known?
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1.11 What do the two prangs of Hume's
Fork represent?

Professor Philip Stratton-Lake of Ileading Uni\.'ersity explains the 'is/o'ught'

challenge to Naturalism with reference to cooking a lobster!

'Empin'l:al :'mlesti,g:it'lon can tell us many th'mgs about the world, but it does not

seem that it can tell whether certain acts are right or wrong, good or bad... For

instance, if science told us that a lobster’s neurological system is sufficiently

advanced for it to feel pain, we'd revise our view about the permissibility of boiling

them alive. But all that science would have told us is that lobsters feel pain when

boiled alive. Science does not inform us that boiling them alive is wrong. That

seems to be something that cannot be known empirically.’

This is a good analogy but it also reveals something else abour Hume's argument

when Stratton-Lake states, ‘we'd revise our view about the permissibility of boiling

them alive'. To illustrate this we can return to the example first put forward:

= A person gives money freely to another who is less fortunate.

= \We can see that it has brought more comfort to the life of the less fortunate.

= The action also had no real material detriment for the giver.

= A conclusion is drawn that 'if it causes us no material detriment we ought to
give money to a less fortunate person’,

The matter of fact, following Hume's analysis, is that the condusion drawn has

nothing at all to do with the actual actions themselves and that we have introduced

an extra element of judgement or value that is not inherent in the actions

themselves. The example has merely demonstrated that one thing has led to

another. The conclusion is not valid.

We observe the actions but unless we have, say, a premise that ‘comfort and not

creating finandal difficulties for oneself = good', and that we ‘ought to pursue

premise thtmld suggestit.

Even then, ﬂlbpmwe lsmcdrmcrbecm& it has equated ‘good’ with ‘comfort’
and ‘financial health’ but the question still remains, how has this been established?
Can this be demonstrated? We cannot do this without first defining what ‘good’
is. If not then we must reject the premise and without a premise we see thatit has
failed again.

This is important for two reasons:

The first is to do with what Hume was acmally stal:ing in the extract above, There
is disagreement amongst philosophers. Traditionally, it has been understood as
meaning ethical propositions can never be considered as empirically
valid. However, some philosophers question this conclusion and argue that Hume
was simply pointing out that the logic was inconsistent and more.
Secondly, it is exactly this point about the logic that is the starting point for our
next challenge from Moore, namely that if we are to discuss ethics meaningfully
then we need to establish the most basic of questions: ‘what do we mean by
“good"? Moore writes,

... this question, how good is to be defined, is the most fundamental question in
all Ethics... its definition is, therefore, the most essential point in the definition

of Ethics ... Unless this first question be fully understood, and its true answer
dearly recognised, the rest of Ethics is as good as useless from the point of view of
systematic knowledge. (Moore)

Challenges: Moore’s Naturalistic Fallacy (moral language
is indefinable)

We will be looking at the work of G. E. Moore in the next section on Intuitionism.
Indeed, it was Moore’s critique and rejection of Naturalism that was a crucial
element in the development of his own theory of ethics. Moore's contention was



very simple. He began his ethical enquiries with what he considered the most
obvious question to ask: ‘what is good?

By this, Moore is concerned with what he calls the “intrinsic value’ of good as an
end in itself. He sees this as a peculiar use of the word good that differentiates
it from good or right actions that are a means to an end in bringing about good.
Ethics, then, is based entirely on the underpinning notion of what good ‘is’.
Moore writes:

Let us, then, consider this pusil:ion. My point is that gpul is a simple notion,
just as yellow is a simple notion; that, just as you cannot, by any manner of
means, explain to anyone who does not already know it, what yellow is, so
you cannot explain what good is. Definitions of the kind that | was asking for,
definitions which describe the real nature of the object or notion denoted by a
word, and which do not merely tell us what the word is used to mean, are only
possible when the object or notion in question is something complex.

Moore is not saying that things can't be "good’; indeed, there are many things that
can be identified by their ‘goodness’, for example, pleasure, love, happiness, health
and so forth. What Moore was pointing out was that a particular quality that is
described as "good’ cannot be used to define ‘good’; in other words, we cannot
identify a single property or quality that explains what goodness in itself ‘is". We
can say a door is yellow so that it is a yellow door, but when we ask what yellow is,
we do not reply ‘it is door or dooriness’. A yellow door would help us understand
the notion of yellow but the door does not define what yellow ‘is’. In the same

way with ‘good’, we can identify pleasure as good but to answer that ‘goodness’

is pleasure, that is - pleasure alone = does not satisfy our quest for a definition as
there are many other things that are also good or a means to goodness. There is no
shortage of possible definitions: naturalness, virtue, wisdom, love, peace, dmy. etc.
This means that good in itself cannot be a natural property and to identify it with

a particular natural property does not define good. Good in itself is ‘unanalysable’.
Moore called this the Naturalistic Fallacy and just as Hume argued you cannot
derive an ought from is, Moore argued you cannot define goodness through nature

and experience. Good is simply good.

Key quotes

If I am asked, *“What is glm(i?' iy answer is that ;:nu[l is gmnl_ and that is the
end of the matter. Or if I am asked ‘How is good 1o be defined?” my answer is
that it cannot be defined, and that is all I have 1o say about it. (Moore)

It does not matter what we call it provided we recognise it when we meet it.
(Moore on the Naturalistie Fallacy)

Another way Moore tried to explain it was in relation to "parts’. He argued that
things are often defined in relation to their constituent parts, for example, a horse,
namely four legs, etc., or a chariot, four wheels, etc. The problem with good is that
it has no constituent parts itself, it is just a simple notion or concept. He writes:

‘Good, then, if we mean by it that quality which we assert to belong to a thing,
when we say that the thing is good, is incapable of any definition, in the most
important sense of that word. The most important sense of definition is that in
which a definition states “what are the parts which invariably compose a certain
whole?"; and in this sense good has no definition because it is simple and has no
parts. It is one of those innumerable objects of thought which are themselves
incapable of definition, because they are the ultimate terms of reference to
which whatever is capable of definition must be defined.’
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The door cannot define yellow in the
same way an action cannot reveal what

‘good’ means.
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Naturalistic fall Moote's view
that it is a logical error to explain that
which is good reductively in terms of
natural properties such as ‘pleasant’ or
| ‘desirabile’

Key quote

It is an enquiry to which most
special attention should be directed:
since this question, how good is 1o
be defined, is the most fundamental
question in all Ethics. That which
is meant by good is, in fact, except
its converse bad, the only simple
object of thought which is peculiar
1o Ethies, Iis definition is, therefore,
the most essential point in the
definition of Ethics; and moveover

a miztake with regard to it entails

a far larger number of erroneous
ethical judgements than any other,
Unless this first question be fully
understood, and its true answer
clearly recognised, the rest of Ethics
is as good as useless from the point
of view of systematic knowledge.
{Moore)
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1.12 When Moore stated ‘good is a simple |

notion’ what did he mean?
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Key guote

Moore makes it perfectly clear that what he thinks you cannot legitimately do to
'mul' % 1o allaly.-;r- i1, II 15 ill]'lll.'ih‘llljll' Lo narme ils ||;|r1.-; ||¢-r'm|sr it llil!i [iTH) |u4rl.~',
(Warnock)

In particular, Moore was keen to attack the principles of Utilitarianism that clearly
equated the definition of good with pleasure. However, ethics is about discovering
any property that defines goodness that is potentially part of other properties - a
sort of common denominator. For example, pleasure, happiness and love may be
analysed to see whether or not we can identify the ‘goodness’ elements within
them. Since we cannot discover this, we cannot say that they are all exactly the
same as good as they are all very different: this would be nonsense. However,

that is exactly what theories such as Utilitarianism do in identifying goodness as
happiness,

Moore writes:

‘Yet a mistake of this simple kind has commonly been made about good ...
Ethics aims at discovering what are those other properties belonging to all
things which are good. But far too many philosophers have thought that when
they named those other properties they were actually defining good; that these
properties, in fact, were simply not other, but absolutely and entirely the same
with goﬂdnﬁs, This view | propose to call the n: Li T v and of it ]
shall now endeavour to dispose.’

Therefore, Moore concluded that:
= Good is a simple concept or notion that cannot be broken down;

= Good, in itself, it is not relational, nor dependent upon any other constituent part
and neither is it a constituent part itself;

= The term "good’ is therefore indefinable;

and that not to recognise this would render any pursuit of ethics as ‘useless’ as

he confirms: ‘Unless this first question be fully understood, and its true answer

clearly recognised, the rest of Ethics is as good as useless from the point of view of

systematic knowledge.’

G. E Moore also then relates the implications of this to his second question ‘what

ought we to do? Whilst Hume's Law made an observation about logical process

and inducing an inappropriate conclusion from what ‘is’' the case, Moore focuses
on the linguistic process of meaning and the nonsensical conclusions that had to be
drawn if one identifies good with a natural quality.

He looks at Mill’s Utilitarianism and explains the linguistic contradiction in trying

to find an ‘ought’ from something that is unanalysable. He finds simply that in

setting to find out what one ‘ought’
to do from identifying the meaning
of good with pleasure, one only
arrives at the end of not what we
ought to do, but of what we do
already do. Moore's reasoning is as
follows:

* If we think that we can define
good by a natural quality such as
‘what is desired’ we are mistaken.
Then to argue that we ‘ought to
pursue desire because it is good'
is another fallacy.

A closed question always invites a definitive answer.



‘That fallacy, | explained, consists in the contention that good means nothing but

some simple or complex notion, that can be defined in terms of natural qualities.

In Mill's case, good is thus supposed to mean simply what is desired; and what is

desired is something which can thus be defined in natural terms.” (Moore)

* We are mistaken because it creates a tautology. That is, if ‘desire’ is good then
we ought to seek desire. Unfortunately, this then means that we ought to seek
what we do in fact seek.

“Mill tells us that we ought to desire something (an ethical proposition), because

we actually do desire it: but if his contention that *l ought to desire” means nothing

but “I do desire” were true, then he is only entitled to say, "We do desire so and so,
because we do desire it”; and that is not an ethical proposition at all; it is a mere
tautology.’ (Moore)

= Moore's contention is that since good is indefinable we cannot identify itas a
natural quality because when we consider what this implies ethically in terms
of duty, obligation and 'ought’ (normative proposition) all we are doing is
describing what we are already doing and not a normative proposition.

‘The whaole object of Mill's book is to help us to discover what we ought to do; but

in fact, by attempting to define the meaning of this “ought”, he has completely

debarred himself from ever fulfilling that object: he has confined himself to telling
us what we do do.’ (Moore)

Challenges: The Open Question Argument (moral facts
cannot be reduced to natural properties)

The open question argument, as it is called, is really a demonstration of the futility
of defining good within the parameters of empiricism; quite simply, all attempts
will fail because they still leave an unanswered question about 'good'. In other
words, if we can define the ethical notion of good then we can state precisely what
that good is in relation ta psychological, biological or sociological truths. This would
be a simple ‘closed guestion’ with a definitive answer. For example, "Have you done
your homework?' or ‘Shall we have tea at 6pm?’ or ‘is the sum of 2 + 2 equal to 47",
The answer to such questions can be a straight, 'yes' or 'no’. The problem is that
this does not work with good.

The main issue is that in artempting to define good by natural properties (e.g.
pleasure) we are actually pending an open question, that is, a question with no
definitive answer. This is because we still can legitimately ask 'is pleasure good?’
once we have defined pood as pleasure, It would not be a meaningless question to
ask. But if we have succeeded in defining good then we should not need to ask this
further question because it would be illogical.

For example, if ‘pleasure is the same as good' then we could say ‘whatever
promaotes pleasure is good' but this would be really an unnecessary statement
equivalent to ‘whatever promotes pleasure promotes pleasure!’

Also, if we ask whether or not the promotion of pleasure is good, then we will in
effect be asking ‘are good things good? which is, of course, nonsense.

Since it is never absurd to ask of natural properties ‘is this good? , we
know that we can logically ask the question 'is the promotion of pleasure good?”
and, in fact, it is mot nonsense because pleasure is a complex notion and not a
simple notion.

Therefore, if that is the case, then good cannot be identified as, or defined by,
natural properties which are by their very nature complex notions
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T saying the same thing
twice over in different words

quiclkipire
1.13 What is a closed question?
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Maoore writes:

‘The hypothesis that disagreement about the meaning of good is disagreement
with regard to the correct analysis of a given whole, may be most plainly seen
to be incorrect by consideration of the fact that, whatever definition may be
offered, it may always be asked, with significance, of the complex so defined,
whether it is itself good.'

Key quotes

Moore claims that we can test any naturalistic definition of goodness by
asking whether somethin,
seeing whether this question is open or closed. If the definition is true, then

hat has those natural properties is good, and then

the question must be closed, so if it is open, the definition must be false.

(Stanford, Stratton-Lake)

Suppose, for instance, someone propozes that goodness can be defined in terms
of causality and pleasure. To be good, they elaim, is just o cause pleasure.

Moore's view is that if this definition were correct, it would be a closed question

whether something that causes ||||'z|.-'-lln- is gm:[l, For in effect one would be
asking whether something thal causes pleasure causes pleasure, and that is

clearly a elosed question. But, Moore s, the question “is something that

causes pleasure good?” is an open question. One could, withoul conceptual

confusion, debate w hether ﬁllml'[}lirlg that causes ||l|~u.~'-llh‘ is gnnd. S0 gum[llu-ﬁﬁ

cannol be defined as thal which causes pleasure, (Stanford [ Stralton-Lake)

G through the three challenges again and try to summarise them yourself
50 that you can deliver a quick presentation to someone else that will last no
longer than one minute.

Study tip

Try to think of your own challenges to Naturalism or make a list of what you
consider to be its strengths and what you consider to be its weaknesses.

Itisa logy to say “The

y person had a lot of money'.



Overmatter

It is now important to consider the information that has been covered in this
section; however, the information in its raw form is too extensive and so has to
be processed in order to meet the requirements of the examination. This can be
achieved by practising more advanced skills associated with AO1. The exercises
that run throughout this book will help you to do this and prepare you for the
examination. For assessment objective 1 (AO1), which involves demonstrating
‘knowledge’ and ‘understanding’ skills, we are going to focus on different ways
in which the skills can be demonstrated effectively, and also refer to how the
performance of these skills is measured (see generic band descriptors for A2

| [WJEC] AD1 or A Level [Edugas] AO1).

P Your task is this: Below is 2 summary of Naturalism. It is 279 words long.
You need to use this for an answer but could not repeat all of this in an essay
under examination conditions so you will have to condense the material.
Discuss which points you think are the most important and then re-draft into
your own summary of about 140 words.

The most important point about ethical Naturalism is that it supports the view that

objective moral laws exist independently of human beings and are grounded in

the empirical nature of existence. Having established the link between an objective
external existence (realism) and that a cognitivist approach can verify or establish
the truth or not (objective knowledge) of what we experience (empiricism), then it
logically follows that what we know about what we experience makes our ethical
statements objective. Thgdw:e.we can w-omec‘tm mnml laws li‘lltﬂqa;

all urlderstand thatto e

and that to experience cru'ﬂ'd'ﬁ'un't anotheris a b.ld“!'xmnemc Taken farther,

this then means that our experiences have meaning because we can verify with

others that kind acts are "good’ and cruel acts are ‘bad’ because of the happiness or

suffering that these experiences contain. We can all recognise this and this means

the same to everyone. If the ethical descriptions and statements have meaning

for everyone then it also follows that they are objective truths and universal. We

can discuss ethics meaningfully and establish certain propositions about good and

bad ethical behaviour. If these experiences are uniform and universal then this

also means that the statements kindness is an ethically good act” and ‘cruelty is an

ethically bad act’ are true because these experiences are grounded in the objective

features of the world around us.

When you have completed the task, refer to the band descriptors for A2 (WIEC)

or A Level (Edugas) and in particular have a look at the demands described in the

higher band descriptors towards which you should be aspiring. Ask yourself:

= Does my work demonstrate thorough, accurate and relevant knowledge and
understanding of religion and belief?

= |s my work coherent (consistent or make logical sense), clear and well organised?
(WJEC band descriptor only but still important to consider for Edugas)

= 'Will my work, when developed, be an extensive and relevant response which is
spedific to the focus of the task?

= Does my work have extensive depth and/or suitable breadth and have excellent
use of evidence and examples?

= If appropriate to the task, does my response have thorough and accurate
reference to sacred texts and sources of wisdom?

= Are there any insightful connections to be made with other elements of my
course?

= Will my answer, when developed and extended to match what is expected in

‘T1 Ethical Thought

Key skills Theme 1

This Theme has tasks that deal

with the basics of AO]1 in terms of
prioritising and selecting the key
relevant information, presenting this
and then using evidence and examples
to support and expand upon this.

Key skills

Sglection of a range of (tharough)

aecurate and relevant information

that is directly related to the specific

demands of the question.

This means:

= Selecting relevant material for the
question set

= Being focused in explaining and
examining the material selected.

Understanding involves:

Explanation that is extensive,
demaonstrating depth andsfor breadth
with excellent use of evidence and
examples including fwhere appropriate)
thorough and accurate supporting use
of sacred texts, sources of wisdom and
This means:

= Effective use of examples and

supporting evidance to establish the
quality of your understanding

= (Ownership of your explanation
that expresses personal knowledge
and understanding and NOT just
reproducing a chunk of text from a
book that you have rehearsed and
memorised

WEC / Edugas Religious Studies for
Ammzmnwmm

This section covers AD2
content and skills

As you read through this section try to
do the following:

1. Pick out the different lines of
argument that are presented in
the text and identify any evidence
given in support.

For each line of argument try to

evaluate whether or not you think

this is strong or weak.

3. Think of any questions you may
wish to raise in response to the
BT'gl.IITIE!'lIS.

This Activity will help you to start

thinking critically about what you

read and help you to evaluate the
effectiveness of different arguments
and from this develop your own
observations. opinions and points

of view that will help with any

conclusions that you make in your

answers to the AO2 questions

that arise.

1]

Issues for analysis and evaluation

Whether ethical and non-ethical statements

are the same

This argument is really evaluating whether or not ethical statements are related
to the empirical world just as non-ethical statements are and concerns the debate
between Ethical Naturalism and Intuitionism mainly.
Ethical naturalism is empiricist in orientation and argues that ethical propositions
are no more than statements of fact that can be justified by appeal to the natural
world, therefore ethical statements are not ‘beyond’ non-ethical statements.
Although there are different ways to interpret ethical statements, they all relate
to what is acl;uallyreal and ohjectiue. For instance, Mill sees ethical statements
as, really, statements about pleasure or pain. For Bradley, it is all about realising
the concrete universal and through self-realisation finding one's duty. These
different ways at least agree that ethical and non-ethical statements are the
same. Emluﬁunazyethiaargus that it is all to do with how we assess and
adapt biologically, psychologically and socially just like Charles Darwin’s drunken
monkey. if we know that fire is hot then we do not touch the flame; how is this any
different from deciding how to live ethically when we know that viclence causes
pain and so avoid it?
We may feel, deeply, that a moral sentiment is ‘real’, absolute and provable like
any claim about the ‘objective world’; for example, it is directly related to actions
that we can work out a sense of justice in society. Indeed, this viewpoint reflects
notonly Naturalism butalso moral viewpoints mmoﬂ and revelation.
Fo;mmple. the purabki:he Good Samaritan in Christianity teaches through
' clear i tnlsgmd*tp he!pmm need ar who is suffering. There is
~ nothing metaphys cal about thar.
" iwisethical M 1as and prdkmﬂhat cause debate and disagreement but
surely this is all part of learning how to best adapt to life in a collaborative
way? One of the most famous statements of Naturalist ethics has been made
by Richard Dawkins who argued that ‘selfish genes’ can explain the behaviour
of humanity by using evidence of the evolution of certain behaviour traits in
apes. Dawkins identifies different ways in which 'selfish genes’ may bring about
altruistic behaviour in individuals. Kin selection is no more than genes replicating
themselves by creating individuals who are prone to nurture and defend; we see
this in parental love and family affections. Dawkins explains collaboration and
sharing but most importantly what he calls the Handicap Principle: Here, Dawkins
demonstrates that some animals take on the most dangerous jobs of watching
for predators and providing for the less fortunate. For Dawkins, this all explains
the general capacity for normative judgement and guidance, and the tendency to
exercise this capacity in sodial life. Animals also demonstrate sentiments and are
able to detect them in others, can be motivated by others, make simple judgements
and exhibit certain particular systems of norms or types of practice. This all shows
that morality is actually embedded in the process of evolution and has a purely
naturalistic explanation.

Key quote

The problem is one of finding room for ethics, or placing ethics within the
disenchanted, non-ethical order which we inhabit, and of which we are a part.
{ Blacklnirn)
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This section covers AD2
content and skills

T1 Ethical Thought

Issues for analysis and evaluation

Key skills Theme 1
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be processed in order to meet the requirements of the examination. This can be
achieved by practising more advanced skills associated with AQ1. The exercises
that run throughout this book will help you to do this and prepare you for the
examination. For assessment objective 1 (AO1), which involves demonstrating

relevant information, presenting this
and then using evidence and examples
to support and expand upon this

‘knowledge’ and ‘understanding’ skills, we are going to focus on different ways
in which the skills can be demonstrated effectively, and also refer to how the
performance of these skills is measured (see generic band descriptors for A2

| [WIEC] AD1 or A Level [Edugas] AD1).

» Your task is this: Below is a summary of Naturalism. (tis 279 words long.
‘You need to use this for an answer but could not repeat all of this in an essay
under examination conditions so you will have to condense the material.
Discuss which points you think are the most important and then re-draft into
your own summary of about 140 words.

The most important point about ethical Naturalism is that it supports the view that

objective moral laws exist independently of human beings and are grounded in

the empirical nature of existence. Having established the link between an objective

external existence (realism) and that a cognitivist approach can verify or establish

the truth or not (objective knowledge) of what we experience (empiricism), then it

logically follows that what we know about what we experience makes our ethical
staternents objective. Thm?'e can i
independently of humanﬁc:nt;,s aﬁdﬁh'l!i&e locare firmly mﬂh wworld ipund us.

in other words, ethical language canle umﬁi rele;ﬁ‘ng h‘i;.md cﬂkei’l. '
analysing, what we expeﬂ!nm Imrmp fatura I'wngd erhﬂ.m r example, we
all understand that to exp_ nce e l\lnrﬂ‘less of dlﬂ:he:—k a ‘go zh(pel‘kme
and that to experience cruelty from another is a ‘bad"experience. Taken farther,
this then means that our experiences have meaning because we can verify with
others that kind acts are ‘good” and cruel acts are "bad’ because of the happiness or
suffering that these experiences contain. We can all recognise this and this means
the same 1o everyone. If the ethical descriptions and statements have meaning
for everyone then it also follows that they are objective truths and universal. We
can discuss ethics meaningfuiiy and establish certain propositions about good and
bad ethical behaviour. If these experiences are uniform and universal then this
also means that the statements ‘kindness is an ethically good act’ and ‘cruelty is an
ethically bad act’ are true because these experiences are grounded in the objective
features of the world around us.
When you have completed the task, refer to the band descriptors for A2 (WIEC)
or A Level (Eduqas) and in particular have a look at the demands described in the
higher band descriptors towards which you should be aspiring. Ask yourself:
= Does my work demonstrate thorough, accurate and relevant knowledge and
understanding of religion and belief?
= Is my work coherent (consistent or make logical sense), clear and well organised?
(WIJEC band descriptor only but still important to consider for Edugas)
= Will my work, when developed, be an extensive and relevant respense which is
specific to the focus of the task?
= Does my work have extensive depth and,/or suitable breadth and have excellent
use of evidence and examples?

= If appropriate to the task, does my response have thorough and accurate
reference to sacred texts and sources of wisdom?

i

Key skills

Salection of a range of (thorough)
ageurate and relevant information
that is directly related to the specific
demands of the question.

This means:

= Selecting relevant material for the
question set

= Being focused in explaining and
examining the material selected.

Understanding invol

Explanation that is extensive,

demonstrating depth and/or breadth

with excellent use of evidence and

examples including (where appropriate)

tharough and acourate SURPOITng use

of sacred texts, sources of wisdom and

This means:

= Effective use of examples and
supporting evidence to establish the
quality of your understanding

= Ownership of your explanation
that expresses perscnal knowledge
and understanding and NOT just
raproducing a chunk of text from a
book that you have rehearsed and
memaorisad.

As you read through this section try to

do the following:

1. Pick out the different lines of
argument that are presented in
the text and identify any evidence
given in support.

2. For each line of argument try to
evaluate whether or not you think
this is strong or weak.

3. Think of any questions you may
‘wish to raise in response to the
arguments.

This Activity will help you to start

thinking critically about what you

read and help you to evaluate the
effectiveness of different arguments
and from this develop your own
observations, opinions and points

of view that will help with any

conclusions that you make in your

answers to the AO2 questions

that arise.

= Are there any insightful connections to be made with other elements of my
course?
* Will my answer, when developed and extended to match what is expected in

It is now important to consider the information that has been covered in this This Theme has tasks that deal . &
section; however, the information in its raw form is too extensive and so has to with the basics of A1 in terms of Whether ethical and non-ethical statements
PSSR0 N Jyoui O g are the same

This argument is really evaluating whether or not ethical statements are related
to the empirical world just as non-ethical statements are and concerns the debate
between Ethical Naturalism and Intuitionism mainly.

Ethical naturalism is empiricist in orientation and argues that ethical propositions
are no more than statements of fact that can be justified by appeal to the natural
world, therefore ethical statements are not ‘beyond’ non-ethical statements.
Although there are different ways to interpret ethical statements. they all relate
to what is actually real and objective. For instance, Mill sees ethical statements

as, really, statements about pleasure or pain. For Bradley, it is all about realising
the concrete universal and through self-realisation finding one’s duty. These
different ways at least agree that ethical and non-ethical statements are the
same. Evolutionary ethics argues that it is all to do with how we assess and

adapt biologically, psychologically and socially just like Charles Darwin’s drunken
monkey. If we know that fire is hot then we do not touch the flame; how is this any
different from deciding how to live ethically when we know that viclence causes
pain and so avoid it?

We may feel, deeply, that a moral sentiment is ‘real’, absolute and provable like
any claim about the ‘objective world’; for example, it is directly related to actions
that we can work out a sense of justice in society. Indeed, this viewpoint reflects

nowﬂm{allsm butalso nml’m Wml and revelation.

emm [ nd disagreement but
sureiymls is all part of learnmg how to best adapt to life in a collaborative

way? One of the most famous statements of Naturalist ethics has been made

by Richard Dawkins who argued that ‘selfish genes’ can explain the behaviour

of humanity by using evidence of the evolution of certain behaviour traits in

apes. Dawkins identifies different ways in which 'selfish genes’ may bring about
altruistic behaviour in individuals. Kin selection is no more than genes replicating
themselves by creating individuals who are prone to nurture and defend; we see
this in parental love and family affections. Dawkins explains collaboration and
sharing but most importantly what he calls the Handicap Principle; Here, Dawkins
demonstrates that some animals take on the most dangerous jobs of watching

for predators and providing for the less fortunate. For Dawkins, this all explains
the general capacity for normative judgement and guidance, and the tendency to
exercise this capacity in social life. Animals also demonstrate sentiments and are
able to detect them in others, can be motivated by others, make simple judgements
and exhibit certain particular systemsof norms or types ufpracﬁl:e. This all shows
that morality is actually embedded in the process of evolution and has a purely
naturalistic explanation.

Key quote

The problem is one of finding room for ethics, or placing ethies within the
disenchanted, non-ethical order which we inhabit, and of which we are a part.
(Blackburn)



Key quote

There is nothing about simple properties which implies that they are non-
natural. There is nothing incohierent about a simple natural or metaphysical
property. Consequently, one cannot conclude that good is a tural
property simply by showing that it is a simple property. One has 1o argue for

non-naturalness in some other way. ( Hutehinson)

However, there are clear challenges to Naturalism. Moore argued that contrary

to ethical Naturalism, ethical statements are a priori matters of truth just as

with mathematics and can be identified through use of one’s intuition. In this
sense ethical propositions are very different to non-ethical propositions. Firstly,
Hume's 'is-ought problem’ can be used to show that Naturalism is wrong - you
cannot derive a value from a fact. Therefore, ethical statements are not the

same as non-ethical statements. Secondly, the ethical term ‘good’ is indefinable
because it is a simple notion like the word yellow but it is also self-evident; non-
ethical statements are not self-evident and so not the same as ethical statements.
Thirdly, the term good always raises an open-ended question when we attempt to
define its meaning with reference to a natural or non-ethical property. All these
arguments present ethical propositions and language as very different from non-
ethical statements.

It could be argued that ethical language is value laden in a different way from
non-ethical language. For example, the statement ‘this is a good door’is not an
ethical statement and yet uses the word good. The judgement made may be down
to its specific purpose, such as opening easily, looking good, retaining heatin a
house or to its durability. However, when we make the statement, ‘this is a good.
person’, the goodness element is ﬂugenu@lyabout “purpose if we did have one
but is more about the person 's mcrdqu*les It I.ssnrneﬂﬂugveq different and so
linguistically, ethical statements are very m nod—e‘ahl(ﬂsratemmfs—
We could maintain that :?Hw:al and non-ethical smnmems are thesame,gs
maintained by Ethical Naturalism. ‘Ethical Naturalism would reject Moore's
linguistic analysis for a more pragmatic and empirical approach to ethics. Ethics

is about action and not about a prieri concepts. Evidence abounds to support this
and also the fact that contemporary science (biology and psychology) are working
towards a suitable, empirical explanation.

Alternatively, we could conclude that ethical and non-ethical statements are
entirely different matters. This could be by arguing that ethical understanding of
good is innate and accessed through our intuition. The support of ethics being
about values, debates and judgements adds strength to this position. The evaluative
nature of ethics, however, is not confined to ethics alone and does have some
relevance in non-ethical statements.

There may be somewhere where the two converge. Bradley attempted to do

this but he. himself admitted that he had failed to unite the conceptual with the
empirical and had to find an alternative answer to Hume's Fork.

Study tip

Itis vital for AO2 that you actually discuss arguments and not just explain what
someone may have stated. Try to ask yourself, ‘was this a fair point to make?',
‘is the evidence sound enough?’, ‘is there anything to challenge this argument?’,
“is this a strong or weak argument?’ Such critical analysis will help you develop
your evaluation skills,

T1 Ethical Thought

Key questions

Is empiricism (or logical positivism] all
that there is to our knowledge of the
world?

Does the fact that thete are different
naturalist theories weaken this meta-
ethical view?

Dualhefwtﬂmw feel’ anauwal

Is it rue that you cannot derive values
from facts?

1f good is indefinable, as Moore says,
why then do 50 many still persist in
offering definitions of this term?

So what possible conchisions could we
arrive at?

| statements are not objective.

List some conclusions that could be
drawn from the AD2 reasoning from
the above text; try to aim for at least
three different possible conclusions.
Consider each of the condlusions

and collect brief evidence to support
each conclusion from the AO1 and
AD2 material for this topic. Select
the conclusion that you think is most
convincing and explain why it is so.
Try to contrast this with the weakest
conclusion in the list, justifying your
argument with clear reasoning and
evidence.

The extent to which ethical

;
E

As you read through this section try to
do the following:

2. For each line of argument try to
3. Think of any questions you may

This Activity will help you to start
thinking critically about what you
read and help you to evaluate the
effectiveness of different arguments
and from this develop your own
observations. opinions and points
of view that will help with any
conclusions that you make in your
answers to the AO2 questions

§ that arise.
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Pick out the different lines of
argument that are presented in
the text and identify any evidence

given in support.

evaluate whether or not you think
this is strong or weak.

wish to raise in response to the
arguments.

in how eth stammel"ilure explilmd How does a

The extent to which ethical statements are
not objective
Ethical Naturalism in some sense promotes the views that ethical propositions are
objective because they can be evidenced through empirical means. So, for example,
Mill {Urilitarianism) and Bradley (My Station and Its Duties) felt that their respective
ideals such as happiness and duty were perfectly objective.
However, this may not be the case at all. Even David Hume recognised the fact that
ethical statements were value statements and meant something very different
from empirical 'facts’. Hume was the first philosopher to suggest that they do not
have meaning but are just expressions of emotions or approval and disapproval. If
this is accepted as the case then empiricism cannot accept the claims to objectivity
of an Ethical Naturalism as proposed by Mill (Utilitarianism) and Bradley (My
Station and lts Duties). In fact, values suggest personal views and personal views
differ. This makes ethical statements more subjective. Mackie suggested this
when he argued: ‘In short, this argument from relativity has some force simply
because the actual variations in the moral codes are more readily explained by the
hypothesis that they reflect ways of life than by the hypothesis that they express
perceptions, most of them seriously inadequate and badly distorted, of objective
values.’
This line of argument asks that if morality were objective, why are there so many
arguments about morality throughout the world? Indeed, the very fact that
this course considers Divine Command Theory, Virtue Theory, Ethical Egoism,
Naturalism, Intumomsm and Emotmsm presents a fundamental challenge to the
: due &Mha seatyariety and difference
rson distinguish between
hing actually being ry'lt andit merely seemi {u;ht to that person? It still
uded bjﬂm son that their view is right. but someone like Moore

or ﬁchard who appeal wdul: and intuition can ontﬂespond in a moral argument

by saying, '| know 1 am right’ when'there is a disagreement over an ethical issue or
a challenge to their ethical theories.

Key quote

Disagreements about moral codes seems to reflect people’s adherence to and
participation in different ways of life. The causal connection seems to be mainly
that way round: it is that people approve of monogamy because they participate
in a monogamous way of life. (Mackic)

One strength of Naturalism is that it makes morality objective, and this has the
strength of raising morality above personal opinion. Through Naturalism you can
arrive at absolutes (such as murder is wrong) and this matches a common-sense
view of ethics. We have seen this work in Natural Law Theory, and the Roman
Catholic Church amongst others accept this view. Indeed, Naturalism entails
scentific testing of degrees of morality, for example, as we have seen through the
application of Utilitarianism to the needs of society. This approach also reflects a
modern worldview that we need to test statements (scientific, empirical approach)
and not just accept blindly a claim to objective knowledge, especially when it has
been pointed out that such knowledge is to do with ‘feelings”.

Despite this, one could argue that and identify that there are common elements of
morality that span across the globe, through culture, language and geography. This
is a demonstration, not only that a particular Naturalistic ethical theory is founded
in objectivity, but that morality in general is as well.

There are some important issues to consider here. What do we mean by
‘objective’? Do we mean that ethical statements are consistent and are applied



consistently? Do we mean they are a prieri objective as with mathematical
formulae? Is objectivity just an abstract concept that has no real appropriation for
the real world? Do we mean they are beyond question or challenge? Or. do we
mean that they mean the same for all and can be recognised and followed by all? Is
objectivity perceived by all? To each question we may get a different answer as to
whether or not ethical statements are objective.

There is also the question as to whether ethical statements can really be objective if
there are so many theories, or that one theory develops from another; for example,
Bradley’s claim that through the dialectical methodology we can arrive at an
ultimate answer

In general, although not always, the concept of objectivity is associated with the
meta-physical and deontological systemns, that are a priori, conceptual whereas
ethical systems that are more empirically based do recognise some form of
subjectivity.

Key quote

In short, this argument from relativity has some force simply because the actual
variations in the moral codes are more readily explained by the hypothesis that
they reflect ways of life than by the hypothesis tha they express perceptions,
most of them seriously inadequate and badly distorted, of objective values.
(Muckie)

There are several possible conclusions. The most obvious is that ethical statements
do reflect objective and absolute truths. Nl:ernm:mly ethical statements are
merely a 'sign of the tim
it appears that all we ca
are objective whereas o
interpretation and crea

Study tip
It is vital for AO2 that you actually discuss arguments and not just explain what
someone may have stated. Try to ask yourself, ‘was this a fair point to make?',
'is the evidence sound enough?', ‘is there anything to challenge this argument?',
‘is this a strong or weak argument?’ Such critical analysis will help you develop
your evaluation skills.

Key questions

In terms of Moore's claim for
objectivity based on intuitionism,
‘what prevents this from simply being
Moare’s own subjectivity?

Do statements of value really not have
any factual meaning?

Does the reality of so many different
ethical systems really mean that ethics
is relative? Can't there he ‘maore” or
‘less’ true ethical approaches?

1f something is common sense and/
or true across cultures (don't commit
murder), does that really mean it is
objective and absclute?

(Can scientific testing really establish
‘what should constitute moral
behaviour?

List some conclusions that could be
drawn from the AD2 reasoning from
the above text; try to aim for at least
three different possible conclusions.
Consider each of the conclusions
and collect brief evidence to support
each conclusion from the AO1 and
AD2 material for this topic. Select
the conclusion that you think is most
convincing and explain why it is so.
Try to contrast this with the weakest
conclusion in the list, justifying your
argument with clear reasoning and
evidence.

Key skills Theme 1

This Theme has tasks that deal

with the basics of AO2 in terms

of developing an evaluative style,
building arguments and raising critical
questions.

Key skills

Analysis involves:
Identifying issues raised by the
materials in the AO1, together with_
those identified in the AOZ section;
and presents sustained and clear
views, either of scholars or from

a personal perspective ready for,
evaluation.

This means:

= That your answers are able to
identify key areas of debate in
relation to a particular issue

= That you can identify, and comment
upon, the different lines of atgument
presented by others

= That your response comments on
the overall effectiveness of each of
these ameas of alguments.

Evaluation involves:

of the issues mised based upon

the evidence gieaned from analysis

and provides an extensive detailed

argument with a clear conclusion.

This means:

= That your answer weighs up the
consequences of accepting or
rejecting the various and different
lines of argument analysed

= That your answer arrivesata
conclusion through a clear process of
Teasoning.

It is now imporwm to consider the information that has been covered in this
section; however, the information in its raw form is too extensive and so has to
be processed in order to meet the requirements of the examination. This can be
achieved by practising more advanced skills associated with AO2. The exercises
that run throughout this book will help you to do this and prepare you for the
examination. For assessment objective 2 (A02), which involves ‘critical analysis’
and ‘evaluation’ skills, we are going to focus on different ways in which the
skills can be demonstrated effectively, and also refer to how the performance
of these skills is measured (see generic band descriptors for A2 [WIEC] AO2 or
| A Level [Eduqgas] AO2).

P Your task is this: Below is a summary of two different points of view
concerning ethical Naturalism. It is 150 words long. You want to use these
two views and lines of argument for an evaluation; however, to just list them is
not really evaluating them. Present these two views in a more evaluative style
by firstly condensing each argument and then, secondly, commenting on how
effective each one is (weak or strong are good terms to start with). Allow about
200 words in total.

1. Moral naturalism, while attractive, has been dismissed by many in the light of
G. E. Moore's Open Question Argument {(Moore 1903, 5-21). Moore's thought
is as follows. Suppose "N’ to abbreviate a term expressing the concept of some
natural pmperty N, maximally conducing to human welfare perhaps [2], and

turalistypeoposes ;
e m ing someone were to &

:-_ is to be § S0 ms:chmg acknowledged
n open question. The point
ort of way, '| acknowledge

| er, a bachelor? is a stupid
fuestion: ﬁ&]ﬁheetl 1o sk, -ﬁl don't undﬂr:lﬂf it. Given what the

waords concerned mean, the question of whether a given unmarried maniis a
bachelor is. in Moore's terminology, closed. So goodness and N-ness, unlike

bachelorhood and unmarried-man-hood, are not one and the same.

2. For Bradley, it is because an agent’s ‘station’ and ‘duty” are o be found within
the empirical realm that the nature of ethical statements expressed is both
verifiable (cognitive) and relates to the facts of the world in which we live
(realism). However, it is with the duty element that Bradley dearly sees as
beyond the Kantian nation of a prieri knowledge but grounded firmly in the
experience of the real world. Our place and role in the historical community
provide us with a measurable observable basis for a satisfying life. Our goal is
to realise our true self, which we learn (through observation) in the family and
community, and adapt the values of our society — and those of other societies
that offer sound criticisms of our sodiety.

When you have completed the task, refer to the band descriptors for A2 (WJEC)

or A Level (Eduqas) and in particular have a look at the demands described in the

higher band descriptors towards which you should be aspiring. Ask yourself:

= Is my answer a confident critical analysis and perceptive evaluation of the issue?

= Is my answer a response that successfully identifies and thoroughly addresses the

issues raised by the question set?

= Does my work show an excellent standard of coherence, clarity and organisation?

(WUEC band descriptor only but still important to consider for
Edugas)
= Will my work, when developed, contain thorough, sustained and clear views that

= Are the views of scholars/schools of thought used extensively, appropriately and
in context?

/ i"-“suppomd-brﬂursin::huihdmmrﬁngardfmﬁdem-'""'""""'"mem



E£: Meta-ethical approaches: Intuitionism

Intuitionism: objective moral laws exist
independently of human beings and moral
truths can be discovered by using our minds
in an intuitive way

The best way to approach Intuitivism is to begin with re-visiting a concept from
Year 1. In philosophy, the term a priori was used. This term is usually quite heavily
associated with the areas of philosophy such as logic and rationalism. Remember
that a priori refers to knowledge that we may have prior to experience; that is, an

T1 Ethical Thought

This section covers AD1
content and skills

Specification content
Objective moral laws exist
independently of human beings;
moral truths can be discovered by

using our minds in an intuitive way.

Key quote

WIEC [ Edugas Religious Studies for

A Level Year 2 and A2 Religion and Ethics

quichpire

1.14 If moral terms are not identified with

natural qualities then why are they

Moore sees no connection between meta-ethics and metaphysics since meta-
ethics is concerned with the very first question about ethics, namely, the nature
of goodness. As we have seen from the Naturalistic Fallacy, no exploration,
examination nor enquiry into the innate properties of the empirical and physical
world could provide insight into what ‘goodness’ is.

Mary Warnock states: ‘Moore concedes that it is possible that metaphysics might
have some relevance to the question of what we ought to do, though it could have
none to the question of what is good. For what we ought to do is determined by
some practical and causal questions about the consequences of our acts.”

George Edward Moore was born on November 4, 1873, to Daniel and Henrietta
Moore and grew up in South London. He was schooled at Dulwich College, where
he studied the dlassics in Greek and Latin. Moore studied at Cambridge University

innate, conceptual awareness of principles, for example, those associated with G. E. Moore’s Principia Ethica ROt meppliysica) at the age of 18 and hecamemtereste.d in the

mathematics like shapes and numbers. G. E. Moore had proposed that ‘good’ was was first published in 1903. It smdy_of philosophy becoming good friends

a simple concept and indefinable other than in relation to itself, then just as with has become the custom to regard with reLIulw student Bertrand Russell, and

mathematics, the principles of ethics are a priori and exist independently of human it as the source from which the in later life Ludwig Wittgenstein, who was

beings. In addition, these are self-evident truths and therefore truths that do not subsequent moral philosophy of the a student under Russell. Moore graduated

need to be ‘established’ and known through some kind of rationalism. century has flowed. (Warnock) with a first-class philosophy degree and won

It is important to note that Moore did not explain how a recognition of good was o fel!a\.:jhlp e cc;n:nug h1‘s;|t;.|d;e5. @om

to be implemented, processed or caused; it just 'is". Just as ‘good’ is undefinable, PERmned to gc AR se.ven-

or at best defined as ‘good', in the same way we just recognise ‘goodness’ through year break from studies and taught and ln.rec_i

‘intuition’ and it does not need any working out. He wrote: there for the rest of his life. As well as professor
: : ; : of philosophy, Moore was editor of Mind and

‘Again, | would wish it observed !hﬁt.. when | call such prqpumﬁons I_ntult:ons, 1 Key was well respected by friends and colleagues,

mean merely to assert that they are incapable of proof; | imply nothing whatever {mshspsioni prior to the senses s kfoc being 2 man of impessalieanorak

as to the manner or origin of our cognition of them. Still less do | imply (as most : chafacter. M died in Cambridge in 1958.

Intuitionists have done) that any proposition whatever is true, because we cognise a!tbematwe g In‘lu:ho:;;m

itina part;:u[._ir way or tlyt.he :{E:hcr;e.nfanxaar:xculﬂr I‘m:uhty' | hold. nnittihe i i | % Specification o lntl."twe ablllty is lnl‘late

:‘;‘:;ﬁ: iLi:.lt:JncE\:ﬂ?s::]f'aiI:ewur:e.' TSy S1 a alternative term for Intuitionism Intuitive ability is innate and the and the same for all moral agents

for all moral agents.

In other words, once we begin to apply reason or suggest something is worked out
through reason, error becomes possible. This was important for Moore and relates
to his two key questions about moral philosophy.

In the preface to his book Principia Ethica Moore also suggests that there are two

key questions for moral philosophy: (1) what kind of things ought to exist for their
own sake? and (2) what kind of actions ought we to perform? His answer to the first
question was that such things that ought to exist for their own sake were intrinsically
good. We can see these things even though they are indefinable, and we cannot
present any evidence to support this other than simply recognising this. The answer
to the second question was that we ought to perform actions that bring about this
intrinsic goodness and this can be supported by empin’cal evidence.
The term ‘Intuitionism’ is also referred to as 10n-naturs 1" because
it removes itself from the idea that objective moml Iawa can be mduced from the
empirical world. However. this does not mean it is a ‘metaphysical” approach to
ethics as it also clearly asserts that moral principles are ‘there’ in the same way
concepts such as numbers ‘exist’. Intuitionism has also been referred to as a ‘non

Key quote

Our first conclusion as 1o the subject-matter of Ethics is, then, that there is
a simple, indefinable, unanalysable object of thought by reference to which
it must be defined. By what name we call this unique object is a matter of
indifference, so long as we clearly recognise what it is and that it does differ
from other objects. (Moore)

Key quotes

Principia Ethica actually
downplayed the metaphysical side
of its non-naturalism, saying that
goodness has “being’ but does not
‘exist”, as numbers oo do not exist.
and in particular does not exist in
any “supersensible reality’, because
there is no such reality. (Hurcka)

Intuitively the intuitionists seem
right. Empirical investigation
can tell us many things about the
world, but it does not <eem that

it can tell whether certain aets
are right or wrong, good or bad

.. That seems 1o be something
that eannot be known empirically.
(Stanford, Stratton-Lake)

part of, integral to

Hf-evid a proposition that needs
no verification and remains a truth
independently of whether or not we
perceive it as so

unigque
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The word ‘good’ is not meaningless even though it cannot be defined: it is simply
that to say something is ‘good’ is saying something that cannot be paraphrased by
another word. The term that is often used for this by intuitionists is that good is

. meaning that it is without comparison and unique (from the Latin ‘of
its own kind’). This understanding and ability to recognise ‘good’ is innate and the
same for all moral agents. Moreover, the 'goodness’ that we perceive is not some
relative truth based upon empirical perception; it is objective and the same self-
evident truth for all.

Moore writes:

‘Everyone does in fact understand the question ‘Is this good? When he thinks
of it, his state of mind is different from what it would be, were he asked, ‘s
this pleasant, or desired, or approved?' It has a distinct meaning for him, even
though he may not recognise in what respect it is distinct. Whenever he thinks
of “intrinsic value,” or “intrinsic worth,” or says that a thing “ought to exist.” he
has before his mind the unique object — the unique property of things - that |
mean by “good”. Everybody is constantly aware of this notion, although he may
never become aware at all that it is different from other notions of which he

is also aware. But. for correct ethical reasoning, it is extremely important that
he should become aware of this fact; and as soon as the nature of the problem
is closely understood, there should be little difficulty in advancing so far in
analysis.’

Moore was careful to differentiate between intuition and things that are seli
evident. Intuition is the process by which we arrive at the knowledge’ and



recognition of the things that are self-evident. Intuition is a conscious mental state
that recognises what is self-evident. The self-evident concept of good, however, is
not a mental state at all.

In other words, conscious intuition reveals objective truths, self-evident truths

and not things that maybe common sense, an obvious fact or truth relxtlng toa
particular empirical context. What is obvious, or evident, to one person may well
not be to another; however, an objective proposition is self-evident, which means
itis evident in itself and does not depend upon normal, natural perception. For
example, the number 4 is a self-evident truth; it may well be the case that itis

not evident to some and yet evident to others. However, it still remains a truth
independently of whether or not we perceive it as so. A proposition may be evident
to someone but a self-evident proposition is just there in itself anyway in the first
instance and known through intuition. Intuition does not provide justification for a
self-evident proposition; intuition just accesses that self-evident proposition.
Richard Norman points out that Moore is keen to define the type of ‘intuitionist’
philosopher that he is because his Intuitionism is different in two respects: (1)
intuition it is not about belief in what actions are right, but about things that are
good in themselves, and (2) he does not want to imply that there is some special
way in which we can kmow them to be true, as Morman writes, ‘He means only,

he says, that we can know them to be true, and that we cannot give any further
reasons why they are true ... It is simply a belief which one knows to be true, but
for which one has no reasons.’

Key quote

The first thing 10 note is that a self-evident proposition is not the same as an
olwious truth ... What is obvious to you may not be obvious to me. Bul self-
evidence is not relative in this way. Although a proposition may he evident to
one person but not to another, it could not be self-evident to one person, but
not to another. A proposition is just self-evident, not self-evident 1o someone.
(Standford/ Stratton-Lake)

Intuition allows for objective moral values

The last two chapters of Moore’s Principia Ethica are concerned with two questions:
= What should we do?

= What things are good?

Firstly, Moore's answer to the first question is very simple: any moral obligation
has inherent within it the obligation to do good and produce the greatest amount.
Moore states:

‘Our “duty.” therefore, can only be defined as that action, which will cause more
good to exist in the Universe than any possible alternative. And what is “right” or
“morally permissible” only differs from this, as what will not cause less good than
any possible alternative. When, therefore, Ethics presumes to assert that certain
ways of acting are “duties” it presumes to assert that to act in those ways will
always produce the greatest possible sum of good.’

This is our duty, to perform actions that cause more good to exist than any possible
alternative. We do this by calculating and weighing up of the consequences of
actions.

Key quote

The individual should rather guide his choice by direct consideration of
the intrinsic value or vileness of the effects which his action may produce.
(Mowre)

T1 Ethical Thought

quichkipire

| 1.15 Can something exist that is self-
evident even if we are not aware
of {17
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ethical debate were mainly down to an
underpinning methodology that a person
accepted as true.

Key guotes

All moral laws, I wish to shew, are.
merely statements that certain kinds
of actions will have good effects.

(Moore)

The utmost, then, that Practical
Ethics can hope to discover is
which, among a few alternatives
possible under certain
circumstances, will, on the whole,
produce the best result. It may

tell us which is the best, in this
sense. of certain allernatives about
which we are likely 10 deliberate
.. it may thus tell us which of the
alternatives, among which we can
choose, it is best to choose. If it
could do this it would be sufficient

for practical guidance. ( Moore)

This sounds surprisingly familiar if we consider that it is a similar proposition to
what utilitarian philosophers may proclaim. Indeed, Warnock observes, ‘on the
question of conduct Moore is in far closer agreement with the utilitarians than
with any other moral philosophers ... They differ only about the question of how to
assess the value of the consequences.” Moore's Intuitionism has therefore come to
be seen by philosophers as a form of consequential Intuitionism.
Indeed, Moore had already argued as to why there are disagreements in ethical
debate and in particular with his own view when he states:
‘Though, therefore, we cannot prove that we are right, yet we have a reason to
believe that everybody, unless he is mistaken as to what he thinks, will think the
same as we do. It is as with a sum in mathematics. If we find a gross and palpable
error in the calculations, we are not surprised or troubled that the person who
made this mistake has reached a different result from ours. We think he will
admit that his result is wrong, if his mistake is pointed out to him. For instance,
if a man has to add up 5 + 7 + 9, we should not wonder that he made the result
to be 34, if he started by making 5 + 7 = 25. And so in Ethics, if we find, as we did,
that “desirable” is confused with *desired,” or that "end” is confused with “means,”
we need not be disconcerted that those who have committed these mistakes do
not agree with us. The only difference is that in Ethics, owing to the intricacy of its
subject matter, it is far more difficult to persuade anyone either that he has made a
mistake or that that mistake affects his result.”
In other words, the reason people do not see what Moore is arguing about intuition
and ethical debate is because their different answer is down to their mistake in
methodology or working out the problem. Somewhere along the line we can
identify the'mistakes of others. However, Moore argues that if they have made that
mistake initially, it is very difficult in ethical debate to point out that the rest of the
argument, which may seem sound, is actually built upon an error.
At the end of Principia Ethica Moore identifies some intrinsic moral goodness
(chapter & The Ideal). His method for identification of such goods is to propose
such things that if they were to exist independently and abstractly they would still
be considered good. Moore writes: ‘Indeed, once the meaning of the question is
clearly understood, the answer to it. in its main outlines, appears to be so obvious,
that it runs the risk of seeming to be a platitude. By far the most valuable things,
which we know or can imagine, are certain states of consciousness, which may
be roughly described as the pleasures of human intercourse and the enjoyment of
beautiful objects.’
For Moore, the purity of human friendship and aesthetic beauty were intrinsic
goods on the basis that we can perceive them as existing in isolation from
everything else and still class them as good. Moore did not deny that there were
other goods, but just that sometimes they are mixed due to the complexity of the
natural world. He writes: ‘It is necessary to consider what things are such that,
if they existed by themselves, in absolute isolation. we should yet judge their
existence to be good; and, in order to decide upon the relative degrees of value
of different things, we must similarly consider what comparative value seems to
attach to the isolated existence of each.’ In general, Moore’s goods are similar to
Aristotle’s virtues and his recognition of their mixed nature is in line with his initial
analysis of simple and complex in relation to establishing ‘what is good?
Moore’s evils are divided into three groups:
1. The first dlass consists of those evils, which seem always to include an enjoyment
or admiring contemplation of things which are themselves either evil or ugly ...
2. The second class of great evils are undoubtedly mixed evils; but | treat them
next, because, in a certain respect. they appear to be the converse of the class
last considered ...

3. The third class of great positive evils appears to be the class of pains.



Key quote

In Principia Ethica he defended his claim that beauty on its own is good by
appealing to intuitions about a very specific beautiful world ... Moore likewise
insisted that before we make judgements of self-evidence we must make sure
that the propositions we are considering are clear; failure to do so, he claimed,
explained much of the disagreement about ethies. (Stanford [ Hurks)

Try to list some examples of virtues that can be seen to be good that arise from
personal relationships and think of ways in which these good can become
mixed or distorted. For example, agapeic love (see Situation Ethics book 1)

can be spoiled by poor intention. Honesty is good but can be affected by the
situation that calls for discretion.

Study tip

Moore’s theory of intuition needs to be carefully explained so that you know
exactly what Moore is referring to. It may help by thinking of things that it is not,
rather than what it is, to help you.

Intuition needs a mature mind so not infallible

Intuition in itself as a foundation of knowledge is the belief that at some point
there must be a frameworl basis, anchor er starting point from which all ether
judgements can be made. Aristotle recognised this in his book Metapirysics when he
stated: ‘Some, indeed, demand to have the law proved, but this is because they lack
education; for it shows lack of education not to know of what we should require
proof, and of what we should not. For it is quite impassible that everything should
have a proof; the process wiould go on to infinity, so there would be no proof.’
What Aristotle is arguing is that knowledge always rests upon something, for
example, evidence or something that is relative to it to help explain it (e.g. hot and
cald). If we continue looking retrospectively upon knowledge then there must be a
“first cause' (c.f. Cosmological argument year 1 book) otherwise knowledge would
be infinite. The basis for knowledge had to begin with something. The key question
is whether this begins with our education (nurtured) or whether or not it is simply
a priori and innate within us. In other words, Moore suggests that this process of
intuition by which we have access to self-evident knowledge is a priori.

For Intuitionists, then, knowledge of good is innate and a priori knowledge.
However, although not subject to rational proof in the same way empirical
knowledge is, the implications of what is recognised as intuitively good does
reveal a sense of infallibility to the idea of ‘self-evident’ truths when it comes
to consideration of acting upon this
knowledge. Moore, as we have seen,
conceded that what could be intuitively
recognised as good was not to do

with actions and consequences but a
recognition of the thing that was good in
itself. Therefore, any fallibility of intuition
is directly related not to the a prior,
self-evident awareness and recognition

of good, but rather in how we practically E o
ut this knowledge into action. Moore held that although intuition of
' ¥ good was infallible, how we transiate

this and act upon intuition may well be.

| 1,16 What two things did Moore suggest

T1 Ethical Thought

quichaire !

‘were self-evidently good?

cliché

Key term
Infallibility: without error

Platitude: a moral comment that has
been used too often to be meaningful,

Key quotes

What then is it for a proposition to
be self-evident? Locke says that a
self-evident proposition is one that
“carries its own light and evidence
with it, and needs no other proof....”
Price tells us that a sell-evident
proposition is immediate, and needs
no further proof. ... Ross writes, a
self-evident proposition is ‘evident
without any need of proof, or of
evidence he}md itsell” (Standford/
."ilr:ll Illll—l,nlu-l

If nothing is sell-evident, nothing
can be proved. (C.5. Lewis)
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Key term
Prima facie duties: first :

accepted as correct until pr |
otherwise

quickpire

1.17 Why does an application of intuitive
thought need a mature mind?
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Key quote

A sell-evident propasition is one of which a clear intuition is sufTicient
justification for helieving it, and for believing it on the basis of that intuition
<. but this is not because understanding provides justification; rather, it is
because it is needed 1o gel the proposition clearly in view, and so enables a
elear intuition of it. But it is the intuition that justifies, not the understanding.
|E‘il:||||“'u|-||.f .'\Iruﬂnn—l,ul.u-r

For Moore, the ‘what ought | do? was his secondary question to which his answer
was to pursue those actions that produce more good. The identification of such
actions was directly related to his self-evident awareness of intrinsic goodness
found in aesthetic beauty and personal friendship relationships. He also recognised
that there were mixed goods of less purity in the same way the empirical world

is made up of mixed, complex phenomena. However, the goal to pursue acts that
produce the greatest amounts of good are not shared by all Intuitionists. We will
see that H. A, Prichard argued that it was not the ‘good’ (i.e. Moore's first question
that revealed the sui generis of moral knowledge) but rather the obligation o act,
that is. the duty innate in the idea of ‘what we ought to do', that was the basis, the
sui generis, for all moral thinking. We will explore this more later. Likewise, W.D.
Ross, like Prichard, rejected Moore's proposal that to pursue the acts that produced
the greatest amount of good was the best application of the self-evident, intuitive
ethical knowledge. indeed. in his book The Right and the Good, Ross argued that
some actions are not dependent upon their consequences to be considered right
or wrong. Ross argued that intuition could be used to establish what he called
‘prima Facie duties’ such as fidelity, justice and keeping a promise. However, they
are prima facie because they could be prioritised over another when a conflict of
interest arises.

'However, according to Ross, there is need for a gradual awakening towards a
revelation of this innate intuitive awareness and suggests that self-evident insights
are: ‘not in the sense that it is evident from the beginning of our lives, or as soon
as we attend to the proposition for the first time, but in the sense that when we
have reached sufficient mental maturity and have given sufficient attention to the
proposition it is evident without any need of proof, or of evidence beyond itself.’
In a similar fashion, another philosopher who advocated ethical intuitionism, H.
A. Prichard, also felt strongly that the revelation of such ethical intuitions was not
evenly distributed amongst people and that some had a more developed, or more
mature ‘sense’ of intuition that others.

Key quotes

How do we a.(:quin- moral and 3xk;ll)gi(:al knowledge? Ross maintains that
‘hoth in mathematies and in ethics we have eertain erystal-clear intuitions from
which we build up all that we can know about the nature of numbers and the
nalure (Irlllll_\", [!‘:lzlurnrll, Skelton)

But despite what has been said above, critics of intuitionism can claim that

the fact that there is disagreement between moral philosophers and even
intuitionists themselves undermines the view that certain propositions are
self-evident ... Persistent disagreement amongst reflective, thoughtful, and
comprehending moral philosophers may cast doubt on the view that any of these

propositions are self-evident. (Stanford/ Stratton-Lake)
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Ought is indefinable but can be recognised by i 3 T duties die specifie (5.2 tokeep promites sk net Sl drm ot bers) el
. (P Key terms do not derive from a more general consequentialist duty to promote good
Intl““tlon Claims: Prichard’s term for an consequences. As Thomas Hurka writes, “The main reason we ought to keep
H. A Prichard was a very distinguished moral philosopher who taught at Oxford argument put together from general our promises or not harm others is just that we ought to; those duties, like the
during the first half of last century. Like Moore, Prichard argued that moral : [EASONIng normative realm as a whole and moral duty in general, are self-standing’
knowledge was indefinable, but it was not the ‘good’ that was the basis of General reasoning: using the
intuitive moral insight. Moore's distinction was that ‘goodness’ (i.e. that which empirical evidence around us to Key quotes
is good in itself) is the basis of our intuitive recognition and that ‘rightness’ or present logical argument i — .
‘oughtness’ was the outworking of this. As we have seen, this created some possible Moral reasoning: application of lee i:l;pmper g s ﬁuppoued - ]1.‘ ihe dv?lll.ﬂ.lld ﬁ:lr i “l.hr. suething
incoherence when considering how Moore suggested this was pursued and the ey which has II:-f—. characteristic of being obltgmur‘_&. I:fm this (:lmrarmi:rhsm:. All
consequentialism that followed did not sit comfortably with other Intuitionists. e ey T demands, Prichard says, for proof that something is a duty are mistaken.
For Prichard (and Ross) it was the ‘rightness’ or sense of obligation or duty that \Warnsiok)
was the intuitive element of our moral thinking. Their approach became more mﬁ?mﬁ";m In 1909 Prichard published his only book, Kant’s Theory of Knowledge,
deontological. That is, when there are actual moral conflicts we learn to decide is not determinad by philosophical which was an account of Kant's Transcendental Idealism ... The book’s
upon the greater obligation, and over time, develop a more advanced, intuitive reflection | main eonclusion is that *knowledge is sui generis and therefore a “theory” of
sense of right and wrong. Despite empirical evidence, it was still the sense of duty < knowledge is impossible. Knowledge is knowledge, and any attempt 1o state
and moral intuitionism that was the driver in deciding what to do and NOT a goal it in terms of something else must end in deseribing something which is not
of creating the most possible good. Prichard and, later, Ross, were philosophers quichigire knowledge”. (Daney)
who had a slightly different approach to Moore in that they were concerned about 1.18 How did Prichard e with : ‘ 3 i .
the sense of "oughtness’ and ‘duty’ as a key element of intuition and defining the Moore about wh.a.tdi\::g;ught' to do? ] Althiough '_hE spec!ﬁc Khties pputy ‘.’nnﬂ'a' the fa'?t b lhat_ Hoey e ot it
way we think morally rather than it being a consequence of our moral insight as one b““:_ df’t-'f I|I:oe c_omequennallsm and are mfleed mdepe.nden: C'f
Wt Rl e i wn:;qu;nlmll;;lﬂhl::niﬁ'fhumas Hur:.ca ;xpl;;rz.djhe various Jl::i:tles can

. : contflict, but when t ere are no rules for ing between them: we can
Bom in Ltl:mdu-n in 1871, Harold Prichard attended Chf‘tun.l'_otlege in Bn.srlcll and Key guote ol ke i divect sbitive judleerint aboot whidh dutj s shronger”
was admitted to New College, Oxford to study mathematics. After receiving a Knowledge is not knowledge of How thi crivated s th of th ect Land |
First Class Honours in mathematics in 1831 hethen studied Greats (ancient ESSNGEERRind of the obligation, but is nils process is activated is the subject of the on on general and mora
history and philosophy) taking First Class Honours in1894. After a brief period [fthe griniad o e uhligarion. | reasoning.

working for a firm of solicitors in London, he returned to Oxford where he spent Iﬂ L
the rest of his life, first as Fellow of Hertford College (1895-98) andthenof Triniy 1" %)
College (1898-1924). Prichard published remarkably little: only two lectures and

two papers in moral philosaphiy the most famous being his widely anthologised 4

paper, ‘Does Moral Philosophy Rest on @ Mistake?', published in 1912. However, TR [
Prichard is reported to have written much that he never published - writings that

- Two ways of thlnlung (general and moral)
 Thelast seclﬁm ended with considering the fact that duties can conflict when an
ethical decision needs to be made. In one sense, this is illogical if there is only one
right way to act. It may be that we respond that ‘the real world is not as simple as
that and moral issues are complex’ but this response is very much based in what

were nevertheless circulated among his colleagues over whom he apparently had m:‘:ﬁof:m:g Prichard calls the world of general reasoning.
substantial philosophical influence. Anthologies of his unpublished writing were bear: deluaic General reasoning is basically using the empirical evidence around us to present
made after his death. design ‘ logical argument. For any moral decision, the appreciation of certain facts
For Prichard moral knowledge was unique, sui generis and also was clearly concerning the circumstances involved is referred to as ‘preliminaries’. However,
separated from reason and empirical influence. Prichard rejected Moore's intuitive such preliminaries, no matter how strong, do not hold any obligation. In addition,
consequentialism that argued that ‘what we ought to do’ is to act so that we Prichard speaks not of conflicting duties but of the fact that general reasoning
produce the greatest amount of good through our actions. Prichard argued that may throw up different ‘claims’ and the ultimate 'daim’ may well be the ultimate
since our moral intuition can be found in our sense of obligation or duty when moral duty but it does not necessarily have to be. Prichard was careful to point
we recognise what we ‘ought’ or 'should’ do, then any reasoning about 'what out that an appeal to general reasoning must not let it become the driver for
should we do? or ‘how should we act? has already been answered. Moral truth is recognising one’s proper moral duty; only intuition can do this.
contained within the sense of obligation that we intuitively feel when confronted Moral reasoning is the recognition and assertion of one's duty by intuitive
with a situation. This truth, however, is not subject to reason and since this is the thought It is present in our unreflective consciousness according to Prichard.
case, the way to behave morally is equally not the result of rational analysis and
debate. We just ‘know' what we ought to do. Key quotes
m:::n;x’:‘:;:‘:‘;;:‘:; ;di::;!:and i Mrvadodile concap e e I = Prichard makes clear, being in a position to grasp the self-evidence of an
: et — . Key terms quickpire obligation may require appreciating certain facts about one’s eircumstances that

1. In the normative realim 42 “‘!a'mal'ns the non: naturalist MEw that TOpLe. Irreducible: cannot be broken down are ‘preliminaries” in the process of thinking about ethical issues ... part of a

m;::ﬁ;:‘;s:;";ﬁif’ Teducible to nor denivable from erpiricat nto further parts i :::: :;:'Q:lﬂw g d.lﬁl 'm;t J process that Prichard calls ‘general’ in contrast to moral thinking. (Timmons)
2. Neither are the truths of duty extracted from moral judgements. normative Mun#enﬁxﬁm;‘: — e Mk sy WI:m s %nle;ﬁung e_he i d.mm i ‘mv lhm."'

truths or values that have a non-moral origin. h‘-_llal is called a US.II:IﬂIUI ufl'dnlm't is IL'-a"} a conflict of claims on us ks‘n.{:l_m

L . different ways. arising out of various circumstances of the whole situation in

b | which we are placed. (Timmons)



Key quotes

Prichard is not .-illgg:':tling that IIl]lIliI1j£ can get us to feel an nhlip'lliurl - for

somethin,

example, seeing something or hearing g or learning about something.
What he is denying is that any description of such facts, no matter how

. entails or otherwise implies any particular obligation, (Kaulman)

b ]

comple

The sense that we ought to do certain things arises in our unreflective
¢ of moral thinking occasioned by the various
situations in which we find ourselves. (Prichard)

consciousness, being an acti

Moral reasoning subsumes general reasoning. The danger in this relationship
between the two types of reasoning is that general reasoning will not take a
subordinate role. Indeed, to focus on the complexity of a moral issue is in itself an
appeal to the consequentialist position. However, to be guided by this alone would
be tantamount to surrendering moral intuition.

Prichard was fearful of the consequential nature of general thinking and pointed
out that it is here where the potential for distortion of duty can be found,

For example, although he agreed that a moral duty must always mention its
explanatory ground; however, in trying to derive the obligation to keep promises
from a duty to promote the good, consequentialism could turn the obligation

to keep promises into a quite different obligation that promote other values, i.e.
discretion, honesty and trust. We have the same problem here as with the open
question argument because we can then ask, "but is honesty good?' In effect
consequentialism turns the duty to keep promises into something it is not, and
thereby distorts the moral phenomena. As Thomas Hurka writes, ‘in trying to
explain the duty to keep promises, consequentialism destroys it'.

Moral thinking must not work like that because it is intuitive and self-evident.
Prichard does acknowledge that whilst issuescan appear complex, we must not
let general reasoning distort moral phenomena and turn it into consequentialism.
Prichard refers to another example from Aristotle to demonstrate how
identification of an intuitive ultimate good such as eudai ia (well-being)

can be distorted in a different way when duties are derived from it. For instance,
concerning the duty to relieve pain if it is for someone else, is it that doing so will
make our own lives better? Or, is it that doing so will make the other person’s life
better? If the answer is that it will make our own lives better, by contributing, given
the right motives, to our own eudaimonia, we can object that this is not the right
explanation. This is because the obvious and right explanation is that relieving
another’s pain will make his or her life better, so the duty is fundamentally other-
regarding and not directed towards our own well-being

Key quotes

Even when cor

held, it li\('l!iill1[1[inl‘h the r;}]l ition of the act’s riglml

unrim-qllrnlizlli.\:nl distorts the moral |’|h|'lltmll-llal_ (Hurka)
Eve
act, it gives the wrong reason for it ... According to Prichard, we ought to pay
aur debt because we incurred it and not because (or only because) of any good
that will result. (Hurka)

when consequentialism yields the right conclusion about how we ought to

Ross also argued that ‘even when consequentialism is right about which acts
are right, it is wrong about why they are right. If we think we ought to keep a
}mmu-.:- he in tlI the reason is not that this will have <'mu| CONSEUences; it

is simply that we promised.” (Hurka)

'l‘.l!l.:ll‘ll'iil“.-‘l]l _\'-I‘Jd.‘i the l'ight verdict about which act is rig|‘l1. he
and in iglulrirlg it
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Key quote

This idea of distorting the moral
phenomena was central to Prichard’s
argument that moral duty in general

Descartes was the famous philosopher
you coined the term T think, therefore I
am' (French: je pense, donc je suis / Latin:
cogito ergoe sum) and introduced the
principle of doubt to confirm a truth)

s unrlrri\';lliw-. { Hurka)

Aristotle’s term for
happiness of well-being

that doubt can be resolved through
challenge

according to the
hypothesis proposed
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So we have now established that general reasoning can be dangerous if it is given
too much emphasis. However, the question still remains, "how can we ensure that
moral duty succeeds?
Prichard’s Intuitionism is very clever in the way it proposes its m cthndnlngy for 1 his
and it is linked closely to epistemology. Indeed, Prichard uses I
to demonstrate that moral reasoning is that which is ‘confirmed bv
duu bt', In other words, general reasoning is used to support and confirm what we
originally recognised through intuition. We sometimes need to check the addition
of our maths, even though we know our method is correct; we sometimes confirm
our initial observations with a ‘second glance’. Prichard writes:
‘Just as the recognition that the doing of our duty often vitally interferes with
the satisfaction of our inclinations leads us to wonder whether we really ought
to do what we usually call our duty, so the recognition that we and others are
liable to mistakes in knowledge generally leads us, as it did Descartes, to wonder
whether hitherto we may not have been always mistaken. And just as we try
to find a proof, based on the general consideration of action and of human life,
that we ought to act in the ways usually called moral, so we, like Descartes,
prapose by a process of reflection on our thinking to find a test of knowledge. i.e.
a principle by applying which we can show that a certain condition of mind was
really knowledge, a condition which i1 (according to the hypothesis
proposed, i.e. intuition) existed independently of the process of reflection.’

In other words, the way general thinking is used is for reflective purposes in
relation to the intuition and not for evaluative purposes to build an argument or
case as for what is right. ln a given situation we should be intuitively aware of what
the right course of action should be. We are presented with plenty of alternatives
and arguments but they are there not to convince us; they are there to deflect

the doubt that what we originally thought of was the correct course of action. It

is almost like reverse consequentialism! Hurka observes that, The stage of being
maved by such skepticism is not pointless; it is an essential part of philosophical
reflection. But its end-result should be a return to our original convictions, and so it
is with moral duty.’ Therefore, the purpose of general reasoning is to shore up our
initial intuition and not to distort it.

Key quotes

Modern epistemology. which begins with Descartes, is a response to the fact
that we can doubt many of the things that we think we know to be true, and

the theorising that follows is an effort to find a procedure by which we can

te that we really do know what we think we know ... Prichard thinks
that similarly, modern moral philosophy’s primary aim is to find a way by which

demon

to demonstrate that what we think is our duty, really is obligatory. ( Kauflman)

We might, he thinks, come to doubt the truth of such insights, but the mistake
of moral |l|1i||ﬂ||l|l_\' is to assume that such doubis can be al.-:::ll;];_t-{] ]1!.
argument. The only appropriate response, in the moral as in the mathematical
case, is that the doubts themselves are illegitimate. Rellection can serve

a useful purpose only insofar as it returns us to a place in which we can

reco Fgl]i!il" 1h" ."'l‘]f'l‘\"[[l(.'l]l'l‘ l]f [h" ('Iéljlll.‘i we l]‘ "‘,“dl.l ll} (]llllil{ll];’, 1 r.l' ’;.1 r)



Therefore, general reasoning is not used independently to arrive at some sort of
conclusion by presenting and manipulating evidence and argument. Absolutely
not. These are the claims Prichard speaks of. Instead, general reasoning is used to
shore up the knowledge already gained through intuition as to what our obligation
is. It is useful to see what Prichard actually writes:

The sense that we ought to do certain things arises in our wnreflective consciousmess,
being an activity of moral thinking occasioned by the warious situations in which we
find ourselves. At this stage our attitude to these obligations is one of unqguestioning
confidence. But inevitably the appreciation of the degree to which the execution of
these abligations is contrary to our interest raises the doubt whether after all these
obligations are really obligatory, i.c., whether our sense that we ought not to do certain
things is not illusion. We then want to have it proved to us that we ought to do so,
L., to be convinced of this by a process which, as an argument, is different in kind
from our original and unreflective appreciation of it. This demand is, as | have
argued, illegitimate.

Hmmn the first place, if, as is almost universally the case, by Moral Philosophy

nt the k Aedge which ld satisfy this demand, there

ism.mdl knowledge, and all attempts to attain it are doomed to
[failure because they rest on a mistake, the mistake of supposing the
possibility of proving what can only be apprehended directly by an
act af moral thinking. Nevertheless the demand, though illegitimate, is inevitable
until we have carried the process of reflection far enough to realise the self-evidence
of our obligations, ie., the immediacy of our apprehension of them ... In the second
place, suppose we come genuinely to doubt whether we ought, for example, to pay our
debts owing to a genuine doubt whether our previouscenviction that we ought todo
50 15 true, a doubt which gan, in factoply arise if we fail to remember the real nature
of what we now call our past conviction. The enly remedy lies im actial getting into
a situation which occasions the obligation, er - if our imaginatiomibe strong enough
-~ it imagining ourselvesin that situation, and then letting our moral capacities of
thinking do their work. Or, to put the matter generally, ifwede doubt whether there
is really an obligation to originate A in a situation B, the remedy lies not in any
process of general thinking, but in getting face to face with a particular instance of
the situation B, and then directly appreciating the obligation to originate A in that
situation,

Extract from H.A. Prichard Does Moral Philosophy Rest on a Mistake?
(1912)

What key words would you use if you were going to write your own essay on
the topic of H. A. Prichard? Choose four to six terms and write a few sentences
Juslifylng wh.y each of these terms are critical for this discussion.

Study tip

It is popular to think that Prichard uses evidence to support and determine
a moral dedision in line with intuition. Make sure that you understand that
evidence is there to deter doubt with regard intuition and to shore up that
intuitive thought

|
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Key quote

Just as we try to find a proof, based
on the general consideration of
action and of human life, that we
ought to act in the ways usually
called moral, so we, like Descartes,
propose by a process of reflection
on our thinking 1o find a test of
knowledge, i.e. a principle by
3|)iﬂ_ril1g which we can show that a
certain condition of mind was really
knowledge. a condition which ex
hypothesi existed independently

of the process of reflection.
(Kaufnian)

quichipire

( 1.20 Why was Descartes an important

philosopher for Prichard?

quichipire
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 intuition exists; intuitive ‘truths’ can
 differ widely; no obvious way to

resolve conflicting intuitions.

| Mackie's view that Intuitionism is to
odd to accept

Msdgetbﬂmmhnmﬂﬂsdw
wmwlmmmmmmm_m

J. L. Mackis.

quicligire

1.22 Why did Mackie consider Prichard's

intuitivism ‘queer'?

1.21 How can moral reasoning be distorted

aceording to Prichard?
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Key quotes

John Mackie maintained that
moral properties, understood
broadly along intuitionist lines. are
queer because they are inherently
motivational, in the sense that
when we come 1o see that some aet
is good, we are motivated to do it
No other property we know of has
such inherent motivational force.

(Stanford / Stratton-Lake)

Of course: the suggestions that moral
judgements are made or moral
problems solved by just sitting down
and having an ethical intuition is a
travesty of actual moral thinking.
(Mackie)

42

No proof of moral intuition exists: the
argument from queerness

Possibly the most famous of challenges to the proposal of Intuitionism was that of
J. L. Mackie in his book, Ethics: invwenting Right and Wrong, published in 1977 (pages
38-42). Mackie's position is that there are no objective ethical values, that is, values
that can be known, verified and part of the empirical world and yet at the same
time independent of us.

Mackie argues that what Intuitionism does is present us with implausible oddities

and strange su ggemons that ulumdtely make 'I'.ht‘ whole theory queer; hence, he
refers to it as ‘the 1 m " Mackie writes:

‘Even more important, however, and cer:ainly more generally applicable, is the
argument from queerness. This has two parts, one metaphysical and the other
epistemological. If there were objective values, then they would be entities or
qualities or relations of a very strange sort, utterly different from anything else
in the universe. Correspondingly, if we were aware of them, it would have to be
by some special faculty of moral perception or intuition, utterly different from
our normal ways of knowing everything else.’

Firstly, it is this very ‘queerness’ of moral properties that makes it implausible that
they exist. Mackie's is a very heavily empirically based objection and no different
from Kant's challenge against the cosmological argument for the existence of
God that if a God did exist, this ‘first cause’ would be so very different from
anything that we experience or know and so would not be able to recognise or
kiiow about it This is because our knowledge is limited to the phenomenal world
of space and time and it is not possible to speculate about what may or may not
exist independently of space and time. Secondly, Mackie refers to Hume when
considering how knowledge can never provide an ‘influencing motive of the will’
and that any ethical term that does this has to add the element of queerness to

a particular description. In the end, Mackie summarises the proposal that moral
judgements are made and issues solved by an ethical intuition 'is a travesty of
actual moral thinking'.

Intuitive ‘truths’ can differ widely and there is
no way to resolve conflicting intuitions

The main problem with Intitionism for many philosophers is that because there is
no real, established list of ‘duties’ or ‘obligations’ then not only are people unaware
of what they should do, what they think they should do will also differ widely. Ross
and Frichard did make reference to some suggested ‘duties’, Prichard in his various
essays through illustration and Ross through a more systematic presentation of
what he called ‘prima facie’ duties. However, the fact that duties vary from person
to person and situation to situation, the wide difference is potentially unavoidable,
Stratton-Lake concurs, 'if intuitions are intellectual seemings, one might ask why
certain moral propositions seem true whereas others do not'. For example, if two
people met the same moral dilemma and yet had different intuitions about what
was the right thing to do then how would this be resolved? Rather than solving
maoral problems it appears to make them more complex to actually work out.
More pertinently, even the Intuitionist philosophers cannot agree on what duties
and obligations are universal. This may be due to the fact that they have slightly
different approaches as we have seen - Moore is more consequentialist and yet
Prichard and Ross are more deontological - yet the fact still remains that they
disagree. As Richard Norman observes, ‘Clearly Ross's experience may be different
from Moore's, for what is self-evidently true for one of them is self-evidently false
for the other.’



Linked to the idea ufmnﬂic::ing duties is the criticism that differences ocour
because an individual is more or less left to their own devices and no amount of
logical discourse could deter a decision because Intuitionism is not based on nor
answerable to the process of logical reasoning. As Norman writes again, ‘Moreover,
since the truths which are supposed to be self-evident are, by definition, ones for
which no reasons can be given, there can be no way of resolving the disagreement
or of showing which of the views in question is really the apprehension of a self-
evident truth.’

In response, the deontological intuitionists would argue that although there may
be conflicts and claims to self-evident truths. this does not mean that the truths
themselves are conflicting as in any given situation there is one single intuitive
truth - it is a case of distinguishing between true intuition and those guided by
consequentialism and empirical evidence towards a very different goal.

As Stratton-Lake argues, ‘It is worth noting that moral disagreement does not imply
that people have different intuitions ... Similarly, it is plausible to suppose that
many act consequentialists still have the intuition that it is wrong to harvest organs
from a healthy but non-consenting donor to save five other lives. But because they
have persuaded themselves of the truth of act consequentialism, they would not
believe this act is wrong.’

Key gquote

Finally, Ethical Intuitionists allowed that various other factors can lead to
disagreement. Clarke, for instance, allowed that swpidity, curnlplim or
W

clarity allows that a ﬁ:lﬁqihlwpmposﬂ)u may bei

grasped, and this may lead someone to deny its truth ... Given all these ways
in which the truth of a self-evident proposition may be missed, it is no surprise
that there is no universal assent. But the absence of universal assent is quite
vonsistent with self-evidence, as long as one does not regard self-evidence’ 10
mean, or imply, obviousness. (Standford/ Stratton-Lake)

Overall there are many philosophers who see moral disagreement as throwing
doubt over the claim that moral propositions are self-evident. If specific moral
propositions are known and correctly understood, then, everyone who had an
understanding would accept them and there would be universal agreement
and acknowledgement between these people. Therefore, since there is not such
universal agreement, then there can be no self-evident moral propositions.

T1 Ethical Thought

Key quotes

Philosophers who claim that
fundamental value-judgements are
self-evident are not necessarily
committed to elaiming that their
truth is always apparent to everyone.
(Norman)

It is not surprising. then, that other
philosophers have concluded that
these fundamental value-judgements
are really not the expression of
self-evident truths at all; they are
merely the expressions of personal
preferences, of feelings and
emotions, of individual likes and
dislikes. lNur:nuuj
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Key skills

Knowledge involves:

Salection of a range of (thorougth)
accurate and relevant information
that is directly related to the specific
demands of the question.

This means:

* Selacting relevant material for the
question set

* Befocused in explaining and
examining the material selected.
Understanding involves:
Explanation that is extensive,
demonstrating depth and‘or breadth
with excellent use of evidence and
examples including (where appropriate)
thorough and accurate SUpporting use
of sacred texts, sources of wisdom and
spectalist language.
This means:

= Effective use of examples and
supporting evidence to establish the
quality of your understanding

= Ownership of your explana‘aun
that expresses personal kmwhdgu

and understanding and NOT just &
chunk of text from a book thatyou

have rehearsed and memorised.

3
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It is now important to consider the information that has been covered in

this section; however, the information in its raw form is too extensive and so
has to be processed in order to meet the requirements of the examination.
This can be done by practising more advanced skills associated with AQ1. For
assessment objective 1 (AD1), which involves demonstrating ‘knowledge’ and
‘understanding’ skills, we are going to focus on different ways in which the
skills can be demonstrated effectively. and also refer to how the performance
of these skills is measured (see generic band descriptors for A2 [WJEC] AO1 or
L A Level [Edugas] AO1).

P Your next task is this: Below is a summary of Mackie's argument from
queerness. You want to explain this in an essay but they are your teacher’s
notes and so to write them out is simply copying them and not demonstrating
any understanding. Re-write your teacher’s notes but you need to replace
the words used (apart from key religious or philosophical terminology) with
different words so that you show that you understand what is being written
and that you have your own unique version.

Mackie argues that what Intuitionism does is present us with implausible oddities

and strange suggestions that ultimately make the whole theory queer; hence, he

refers to it as ‘the argument from queerness'. Firstly. it is this very ‘queerness’ of
maoral properties that makes it implausible that they exist. Mackie's is a very heavily
empirica lly based objection and no different from Kant's challenge against the

[ rg'umenr‘g'theexl re of God th '_Qidldmst this ‘first

" wiould be so verj’:ﬁerem fml aw,rrhlng tha experience or know and
)5

dble. g M Mﬂju{ it. This is because our knowledge
Is | h L
late a

1 f'space and tim@#nd it is not possible
it may oﬁmay gét exist mdepemﬁ'ltlv of space and time.
'&eu’bmlly. Mdcﬁu fefers 1o Hume when considering how knowledge can never
provide an ‘influencing motive of the will' and that any ethical term that does this
has to add the element of queerness to a particular description. in the end, Mackie
summarises the proposal that moral judgements are made and issues solved by an
ethical intuition ‘s a travesty of actual moral thinking’.
When you have completed the task, refer to the band descriptors for A2 (WIEC)
or A Level (Edugas) and in particular have a look at the demands described in the
higher band descriptors towards which you should be aspiring. Ask yourself:
= Does my work demonstrate thorough, accurate and relevant knowledge and
understanding of religion and belief?
Is my work coherent (consistent or make logical sense), clear and well organised?
Will my work, when developed, be an extensive and relevant response which is
specific to the focus of the task?
= Does my work have extensive depth and/or suitable breadth and have excellent
use of evidence and examples?
= If appropriate to the task, does my response have thorough and accurate
reference to sacred texts and sources of wisdom?
Are there any insightful connections to be made with other elements of my
course?
Will my answer, when developed and extended to match what is expected in
an examination answer, have an extensive range of views of scholars/schools of
thought?
= When used, is specialist language and vocabulary both thorough and accurate?




Issues for analysis and evaluation

Whether moral terms are intuitive

One line of argument would be that many people would say that they experience
things as intuitively ‘right’ or ‘'wrong’ and some people may refer to it as ‘instinct’.
In other words, they take it for granted that it is ‘the way it is or should be’ and

that it is an "objective feature of the world' or ‘a fact’. Intuitionism supports this
commeon experience of morality even for those who do not believe in God. For
those who believe in God, they may argue that intuitive ethical thinking is very
similar to religious experience, revelation or an awareness of objective moral codes
that exist independently of the empirical world.

From a philosophical perspective, Prichard argued that moral knowledge was
unique, sui generis and also was clearly separated from reason and empirical
influence. This line of thinking did not see ‘what we ought to do' is produce the
greatest amount of good through our actions like Moore advocated. Instead, to
guard against the accusation that ethical thinking is empirical, Prichard argued

that our moral intuition can be found in our sense of obligation or duty. In other
words, moral truth is contained within the sense of obligation that we intuitively
feel when confronted with a situation. Prichard made sure that there could be

no empirical challenge to intuitionism by stating that this truth, however, is not
subject to reason. If this is the case, the way to behave morally is also not a result of
empirical analysis or rational debate. His argument concluded that we just ‘know’
what we ought to do. This is a very difficult argument to counter.

In support of Prichard, many religions, phmﬂ}aﬁ and societies could argue
that the world is an ocrdelpd' place'.;'ihls wder i o |
the laws ofmamemancr.lmc laws of e
sense of morality in many cultures. Intu
by presenting moral terms as intuitive (u e ap )

Indeed, approaching moraliterms as intuitive avoids the naturalistic 'ﬁliaqv-—
definitions reduce or limit the ideas of "good’ and 'bad'".

Key quote

Prichard maintains that our feelings of obligation are basic and immediate -
prima facie, to borrow an expression from fellow “Intuitionist® W. D). Ross — and
for anyone who has ever feli morally obligated, this seems pretty hard 1o deny.

( Kaufman)

However, one could argue that if moral terms were intuitive, then we would expect
morality to be uniform the world over or at least we would expect there to be
uniformity (a common intuition) between those who consider and reflect seriously
on morality. However. anthropology can give examples where this is not the case!
Psychologists and sociologists can demonstrate that what appears to be intuitive
approaches to morality are really the result of conditioning from family, tribe and/
or culture.

The typical response may be that some are not using intuitive thinking and are
being guided by general reasoning and this would account for any differences.
Indeed, we are back to square one with Prichard's definition of duty as both
intuitive and self-evident. Within just our own culture there are widely different
views on spedific ethical issues amongst those who have reflected deeply but are
we to consider that these people are not listening to their intuition? There is no
way to verify Intuitionism! There is no empirical evidence for it and there is no
agreement on the origin of Intuitionism. Even the Intuitionists disagree amongst
themselves on what morality consists of, for example Moore's version is different
from that of Prichard and from that of Ross.

As you read through this section try to

that arise.
-

This section covers AD2
content and skills

do the following:

1. Pick out the different lines of
argument that are presented in
the text and identify any evidence
given in support.

2. For each line of argument try to
evaluate whether or not you think
this is strong or weak.

3. Think of any questions you may
wish to raise in response to the
arguments.

This Activity will help you to start

thinking critically about what you

read and help you to evaluate the
effectiveness of different arguments
and from this develop your own
observations, opinions and points

of view that will help with any

conclusions that you make in your

answers to the AO2 questions

WIEC / Eduqas Religious Studies for
A Level Year 2 and A2 Religion and Ethics

Key gquestions

Is our intuition reallya

guide to ultimate truth? What about
my intuition that there is a ghost in my
closet?

Is there really one true order to the
universe, of is that viewpoint merely
an interpretation of reality?

Is thare meally no uniformity amongst
the various moralities the world over?
Do people in our own culture really
disagree on the most important
aspects of morality?

Do you need to have empirical
evidence to know if an action should

be judged as moral or immaoral?

B

List some conclusions that could be

drawn from the AO2 reasoning from
the above text; try to aim for at least
three different possible conclusions.
Consider each of the conclusions
and collect brief evidence to support
each conclusion from the AO1 and
AO2 material for this topic. Select
the conclusion that you think is most
convincing and explain why it is so.
Try to contrast this with the weakest
conclusion in the list, justifying

your argument with clear reasoning
and evidence.

AL —

This is the very basis of the l;hallenge to the prupnsal of Intuitionism thatJ L.
Mackie proposed in his book, Ethics: Inventing Right and Wiong, published in 1977
(pages 38—42). Mackie argues that what Intuitionism does, in hiding behind the
explanation of self-evident truths, is to present us with implausible oddities and
strange suggestions that ultimately make the whole theory queer; hence, he refers
to it as ‘the argument from queerness’. Mackie argues: 'If there were objective
values, then they would be entities or qualities or relations of a very strange sort,
utterly different from anything else in the universe ... Correspondingly, if we were
aware of them, it would have to be by some special faculty of moral perception or
intuition, utterly different from our normal ways of knowing everything else.'

This is similar to Kant's chall & the msmn]ng1cal argument for the
existence of God that if a God did exist, this ‘first cause’ would be so very different
from anything that we experience or know and so would not be able to recognise
or know about it. This is because our knowledge is limited to the phenomenal
waorld of space and time and it is not possible to speculate about what may or may
not exist independently of space and time.

Another argument was presented by David Hume. David Hume argued that
knowledge can never provide an ‘influencing motive of the will’ and that any
ethical term that does this has to add the element of queerness to a particular
description. This also supports Mackie’s argument that Intuitionism is ‘is a travesty
of actual moral thinking'.

It appears we can adopt different conclusions as follows: Moral terms are intuitive;
or, moral terms come from testing our views over and over again in different
situations; or, moral terms are both given by our intuition and develop in response
w0 Wﬁu&tlons. Ultimately, |mwmmmlun of ‘testing’ and

:wem not 1hhﬂt1w wewmﬂﬁpwr g according to intuitivists and that we simply

hd\!e not u_-.ed:our immnuns éngret!gf'

Key guote

Moreover, sinee the truths which are supposed 1o be self-evident are, by
definition, ones for which no reasons can be given, there can be no way of
resolving the disagreement or of showing which of the views in question is
!‘Eﬁ-"'\' the nppmhension of a self-evident truth. (Norman)

Study tip

It is vital for AO2 that you actually discuss arguments and not just explain what
someone may have stated. Try to ask yourself, ‘was this a fair point to make?',
'is the evidence sound enough?", 'is there anything to challenge this argument?’,
‘is this a strong or weak argument?’ Such critical analysis will help you develop
your evaluation skills.



AO2 Developing skills

It is now important to consider the information that has been covered in this

T1 Ethical Thought

Key skills
Analysis involves identifying issues
raised by the matenals in the AOI,

WIEC / Edugas Religious Studies for
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This section covers AD1

content and skills

F: Meta-ethical approaches: Emotivism

section; however. the information in its raw form is too extensive and so has to St Wit dicsis Kleatil 11 e Specification content Emotivism as an ethical theory
a8 oyp J ; ; S R and clear views, either of scholars or laws do not exist; a non-cognitivist Ayer and, quite independently of Ayer's work, the American philosopher Charles L
ohjoive ¢ WACT), AR Imutins: £rit cel awstyer- and svasition S, e fiom a personal petspeciive meady for theory; moral terms express Stevenson. Whilst Ayer was more influenced by the Logical Fositivists and the ideas
are going to focus on different ways in which the skills can be demonstrated evaluation personal emotional attitudes and not aFthes , Stevenson was influenced more by the later ideas of
effectively, and also refer to how the performance of these skills is measured Thiis aari Prm Wittgenstein on the meamng of language.
(see generic band descriptors for A2 [WIEC] AO2 or A Level [Eduqas] AO2). . il
= That your answers are abls to However, prior to the popularisation of the theory
» Your next task is this: Below is a brief summary of two different points w‘f’uft"w key areas Qtdﬂbam in of moral language as emotive, this had been
of view concerning the validity of the theory of Intuitionism. You want AR A DAmGIAT IS akrench raisediy ElITI]}ITIEiS.TS sicha [_Ja“d Sl
to use these two views and lines of argument for an evaluation; however, they = That you can identify, and comment a.nd et by e b Piooce i clessent Fpjenc it
need further reasons and evidence for support to fully develop the argument. upan, the different lines of argument (..1_mbn|:?ge. Berl:rfijd Russell. Ayer dcknmlques
Re-present these two views in a fully evaluative style by adding further reasons Exieamiti bt st this in his first H.?]IIO]'.I Iprefa;e: F”“',' views which
and evidence that link to their arguments. Aim for a further 100 words. * That youl response comments on RIE MR G IR el derlvg SR
; : : the overall effectiveness of each of doctrines of Bertrand Russell and Wittgenstein,
these areas or arguments which are themselves the logical outcome of the
Evaluation involves considering the empiricism of Berkeley and David Hume.’
various implications of the isswes mised Key quote A year prior to the publication of Ayer's book,
based upon the evidence gleaned from TTiie Serene b thae yrcrlit st Tic Language, Truth and Logic (1936) Bertrand Russell
analysis and provides an exiensive s z : had published a book called Religion and Science | 1 *a8 the philosopher
¢ Finiitic e a ; n wi con f detailed argument with a clear outside the world. In the world ; Bertrand Russeil who first
; conclusion everything is as it is and happens (1935) and argued that moral judgements of really challenged Moore's
When you have completed the task, refer to the band descriptors for A2 (WJEC) A T & @ ¥ [, ; right and wrong were justified if they promote views and suggested that
or A Level (Edugas) and in particular have a look atthe demands described in the This means as it does happen. In it there is no good but in terms of whether or notan act is a o uiags was Aoting.

value — and if there were it would be

higher band descriptors towards which you should be aspiring. Ask yourself:

Is my answer a confident critical analysis and perceptive evaluation of the issue?
Is my answer a response that successfully identifies and thoroughly addresses the
issues raised by the question/set?

Does my work show an excellent standard of coherence, clarity and organisation?

Will my work, when developed, contain thorough, sustained and clear views that
are supported by extensive, detailed reasoning and/or evidence?

Are the views of scholars/schools of thought used extensively, appropriately and
in context?

Does my answer convey a confident and perceptive analysis of the nature of any
possible connections with other elements of my course?

When used, is specialist language and vocabulary both thorough and accurate?

= Thal your answer weighs up the
eonsequences of acocepting or
mjecting the various and different
lines of argument analysed

s That your answer arrivesat a
conclusion through a clear process of
reasoning

of no value. (Wittgenstein)

quichipire

1.23 According to Russell where did
question of value belong?

i theary that ethical

moposmons are simply expressions of

approval or disapproval

methodology

of the Lagu:a] Positivists that only
statements that are empirically
verifiable {i.e verifiable through the
senses) are cognitively meaningful
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good act he states: ‘there is no evidence either
way; each disputant can only appeal to his own emotions’. He also argued that
moral statements were a form of rhetoric to rouse the emotions of others. Russell
writes: ‘Questions as to “value” lie wholly outside the domain of knowledge. That
is to say, when wie assert that this or that has “value”, we are giving expression to
our own emotions, not to a fact which would still be true if our personal feelings
were different.’ He concluded the contrary to Moore when he argued that for
something to have intrinsic value is a matter,
not of objectivity as Moore claimed, but of pure
subjectivity. For example. the classic case is with
the goodness of beauty, which, as we know from
the common phrase that ‘beauty is in the eye of
the beholder’, is totally a matter for debate and
personal perspective.

Key quote

Moore would agree that moral judgements are
neither analytic nor empirically verifiable.

But he believed that they are nevertheless

true or false, because ﬂlv}.‘ are about non-
natural properties. But Ayer responds that our
“intuitions” are .‘iil[lljl_" our fr.tfiillg.\i of a'nprm'al
or disapproval. Feelings are not cognitions of
value, and value does not exist independently of

our feelings. (Lacewing)

In other words, whilst Moore indicated that ‘self:
evident' truths did not need justification, Russell
drew a different conclusion that for something to




be ‘self-evident’ just means that it cannot be deemed true or false and, in that case,
in the words of Richard Norman, “They make no statements and they convey no
knowledge’.

This principle of non-verification was taken up by Alfred Ayer in relation to

his work with the Logical Positivists who were all mainly from mathematical,
scientific or engineering backgrounds. The Logical Positivists, you will have, or

will learn from the Philosophy topic on Religious Language, were interested in
types of knowledge and language that could be verified through either analytical
or synthetic means by appeal to logic or empiricism. This in itself relates back to
Hume's Fork.

Warnock summarises his position well when she writes:

‘Ayer’s general contention is, briefly, that any statement that has meaning must
fall into one of two categories. Either, it must be analytic, that is necessarily true
but not concerned with empirical matters of fact; or it must be empirical. If it

is empirical, it can never be more than probable; it is, in fact, a hypothesis. Both
the meaning and the probability of the hypothesis are established by empirical
verification. That is to say, if a statement is to qualify for the second category. it
must be capable of verification by sense experience.’

The problem for ethical propositions is that to be verified they must fit into one
of the two categories of Hume's Fork (see earlier diagram and explanation).
Either, they fit into the category of logic, mathematics and symbols as analytic
propositions; or, they fall into the second category of the empirical experience of
science and propositions of empirical matter of fact

Key quote

Even the most enthusiastie intuitionist would never maintain that one literally
=aw or heard the goodness of an action. { Warnoek)

There are no other c.ltegﬂr‘ies oflnmrl'e:fge and Ianguage.

The problem is, as Hume, Russell and Ayer analysed, ethical propositions do not
fall into either category. Furthermore, as Hume had observed years earlier. ‘when
you pronounce any action or character to be vicious, you mean nothing, but that
from the constitution of your nature you have a feeling or sentiment of blame
from the contemplation of it". Hume points out that such feelings are ‘not qualities
in objects, but perceptions in the mind'. Reason cannot find a motive for an action
and neither can an ethical proposition be grounded in anything else other than our
OWN 'eXperience’.

Whilst Hume gave a typical Naturalist account of such feelings by linking them
‘objectively’ to biological heritage and social conditioning. Russell and Ayer drew a
very different conclusion.

Key quote

On Hume's aceount, our ethical nature is characterised by the capacity for
sympathy, or the ability to feel with (empathise with) others. On such an
aceount any variation in moral codes must be a consequence of differing social
conditions, while ultimately all such codes must express some fundamentals
which h

nanity shares. (Hayward)

In order to discover precisely what Ayer concluded, it would be beneficial to refer
dosely to his argument presented in chapter € of his seminal work, Language,
Truth and Logic (LTL). At the outset, however, Ayer never proposed that ethical
propositions were of no value or worth or that ethical debate was not worthy of
pursuit, as he states clearly in later writings, but simply that they are not factual or

T1 Ethical Thought

Key guote

Questions as 1o ‘value’ lie wholly
outside the domain of knowledge.
That is to say, when we assert that
this or that has *value’, we are giving
expression to our own emolions, nol
10 a fact which would still be true if
our personal feelings were different.
(Ruszsell)

Alfred Ayer was influenced by Hume's
empiricism and also the scientific approach
of the Logical Positivists.
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Specification content

A, Ayer — ethical statements are
neither verifiable nor analytic; made
to express joy or pain (emotion);
expressed to be persuasive; emotivism
is not subjectivism.

quichgire

1.24 What was Ayer's purpose in his
analysis of ethical language?

Key quotes

If someone still wishes to say that
ethical statements are statements of
fact, only it is a queer sort of fact,
he is welcome to do so. So long as
he accepts our grounds for saying
that they are not statements of

fact, it is simply a question of how
widely or loosely we want 1o use the
word *fact’. My own view is that it is
preferable <o to use it as o exelude
ethical judgements, but it must

not be inferred from this that Fam
treating them with disrespect. The
only relevant consideration is that of
clarity. (Ayer)

We are not now concerned lo
discover which term, within the
sphere of ethical terms, is to be
taken as fundamental ... We are
ingquiring whether statements of
ethical value can be translated into
slatements nftlllpiri('ai fact. (Aver)

quickpire
1.25 How many classes of philosophical

ethical investigation did Ayer outling? |
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that it is not possible to verify them. In LTL he writes that his task is: ‘to show what
people are doing when they make moral judgements’ and no more.

A.). Ayer: Ethical statements are neither
verifiable nor analytic

Ayer sets off with the recognition that whilst ethical statements are of value,
‘significant’ (he does not explain how) and ‘scientific’ in one sense (he does not
explain how), in another sense because they are simply emotions they become
unscientific, insignificant and unverifiable. Ayer seems to acknowledge that ethical
staternents do have some meaning and relevance but he does not elaborate
because his investigation is all about how language works in the literal sense and
what is happening when we use it. He writes:

"We shall set ourselves to show thatin so far as statements of value are
significant, they are ordinary “scientific” statements; and that in so far as they
are not scientific, they are not in the literal sense significant, but are simply
expressions of emotion which can be neither true nor false.’

Ayer sees four categories existing within ethical philosophy:

1. Propositions which express definitions of ethical terms.

2. Propositions describing the phenomena of moral experience, and their causes.
3. Exhortations to moral virtue.

4. Ethical judgements that attempt to ascribe value.

Ayer argues that philosophers do not always differentiate between these classes:
‘It is unfortunately the case that the distinction between these four classes, plain
as it s, is commonly ignored by ethical philosophers; with the result that it is
oftenvery difficult to tell from their works what it is that they are seeking to
discover or prove.’ Indeed, Ayer sees only sees the first class, that of meta-ethics
and definitions of ethical terms as the area that could be considered to constitute
ethical philosophy.

According to Ayer, the second category belongs to the scientific disciplines of
psychology and sociology. The exhortations are really commands and have

the intention and purpose of provocation and do not belong to any branch of
philosophy or science. The fourth category certainly does not belong to moral
philosophy according to Ayer as it is simply a matter of personal approval or
disproval. However, is it possible that such
value judgements could be somehow
‘translated to ethical fact’? Ayer posits.

Emotivism is not subjectivism

The position held by subjectivism is

that values arise out of the different
attitudes that a person of society/culture
has towards {hings. In other words, our
emotions about the things that we see
ascribe some sort of value to them. For
example, we may feel that corporal
punishment is bad, but is it really our
feelings about the action the very thing
that makes the action a ‘bad’ thing? For
Ayer, emotions and attitudes towards
issues that elicited an ethical proposition
in no way affect the moral value of the
object of such a proposition,

Ayer felt that ethical language and its use

and ing belonged to the subj

psychology rather than philosophy.

area of



Ayer writes

‘If we say this, we are not. of course, denying that it is possible to invent a
language in which all ethical symbols are definable in non-ethical terms, or even
that it is desirable to invent such a language and adopt it in place of our own;
what we are denying is that the suggested reduction of ethical to non-ethical
statements is consistent with the conventions of our actual language. That is, we
reject utilitarianism and subjectivism, not as proposals to replace our existing
ethical notions by new ones, but as analyses of our existing ethical notions. Our
contention is simply that. in our language, sentences which contain normative
ethical symbols are not equivalent to sentences which express psychological
propositions, or indeed empirical propositions of any kind’

Rejection of Intuitionism

As we have already seen, Ayer overtly rejects Intuitionism. His reasons are not the
same as those of Russell, who, if we remember, rejected intuition because it was
purely subjective and not a basis for knowledge. For Ayer it was a simple mamner of
wverification. This occurs especially where there is a debate about establishing which
value is true when there are different intuitions. Since there is no way to solve

this then its value cannot be determined and thus demonstrates that an appeal to
intuition is pointless. Ayer writes:

‘In admitting that normative ethical concepts are irreducible to empirical
concepts. we seem to be leaving the way dear for the “absolutist” view of ethics
- that is, the view that statements of value are not controlled by observation.

as ordinary empirical propositions are. but only by o mysterious “intellectual
intuition”. A feature of this theory, which Is seldom recognised By its adwocates,
is that it makes statements of valugunverifiable. For it is notoriaus that what
seems intuitively certainto one person may seem doubtful, o even false, to
another. So that unless it is possible to provide some criterion by which one may
decide between conflictingintuitions, a mere appealtointuition is werthless as
atest of a proposition’s validity.

In addition, Ayer points out that any ethical element in a ;anmilinn adds rm:hmg
to its factual content. He uses stealing as an example and demonstrates that to say
You acted wrongly in stealing that money’ is no different from saying “You stole
that money’. There is no further statement being made about 'stealing money” that
can be evaluated as true or false. It is smply a moral disapproval

Key quotes

For in saving that a certain type of action is right or wrong, 1 am not making
any factual statement, not even a statement about my own state of mind. 1 am
merely expressing certain moral sentiments. And the man who is ostensibly
contradicting me is merely expressing his moral sentiments. So that there

[ LY pluillh 0 sense in Ll:nkill.g which of us is in the tighl_ For neither of us is

asserling a genuine proposition. (A er)

lll l‘hl"_\ Case ill “Ilil'h e “lllhi [} I.“",Itll\ IR‘ ‘!-dll] 'll }l‘ |1I;lkillg an l"[!ll‘!'-ll
judgement, the function of the relevant ethical word is purely ‘emeotive’. It is

used 1o express feeling about certain objects, but not 1o make any assertion

about them, (Aver)

Key quotes

I do in fact suspect that the

T1 Ethical Thought

experiences which some

philosophers want to deseribe as
INLUEIONS, OF &% (UESI-SCT0TY
apprehensions, of good are not
significantly different from those
that | want 1o describe as fcr]iur,- of

approval. (Aver)

We begin by admining that the
fundamental ethical concepts are
unanalysable, inasmuch as there is
o eriterion by which one can test
the validity of the judgements in
which they oceur. (

Aver)
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Key quote

The sentence “You ought to tell the
truth’ also involves the command
“Tell the truth’, but here the tone of
the commarnd is less emphatic. In
the sentence *li s ood 1o tell the
truth” the commamd has become
litthe more than a suggestion ... In
fact we may define the meaning of
the various ethical words in terms
both of the different feelings they
are unlill.u"ll!. taken 1o CLEss, amd
also the different responses which
Il'r_\ are calculated 1o |)nnul1'.
(Aver)

" \
something eated
as a concept but can only be mentally
apprehended and not empirically
weifed |
quichpire

1.26 What did Ayer compare the
verification of an ethical proposition
to?
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Ethical statements can be persuasive

Despite all this, Ayer did give one concession to ethical propositions. In a sense it
was a great shame that he did not elaborate further on this aspect; however, it
appears that since ethics is only one aspect of his whole theory about LTL. then

he dealt with it within the framework of the purposes of his book and the simple
notion of verification. As Mary Warnock observed, ‘Ayer, perhaps unwisely,
presents his case for emotivism as though it rested primarily on a desire to find an
ethical theory which would not conflict with the verification doctrine’

The area he conceded that ethical propositions may have some worth was as
means of persuasion. He writes: It is worth mentioning that ethical terms do not
serve only to express feeling. They are calculated also to arouse feeling, and so

to stimulate action. indeed some of them are used in such a way as to give the
sentences in which they occur the effect of commands. Thus the sentence “Itis
your duty to tell the truth” may be regarded both as the expression of a certain sont
of ethical feeling about truthfulness and as the expression of the command “Tell
the truth”

In conclusion, there is no way that we can find a criterion for determining the
validity of ethical judgements according to Ayer. Ethical statements have no
objective validity whatsoever. If, as established above, the ethical element says
nothing more about the statement then it is illogical to then ask whether that
additional element is true or false. According to Ayer, ethical statements are ‘pure
expressions of feeling and as such do not come under the category of truth and
falsehood’. We cannot verify them just as we cannot verify a cry of pain!

Therefore, ethical propasitions are simply what Ayer called ' i and
unanalysable. Ayer saw this as falling within the discipline ofp-m hology. Thw are
also to do with the moral habits of & given person or group of people, and a study
of what causes them to have precisely those habits and feelings. This was an area of
study for soclology and anthropology. Even the discipline of casuistry (applying an
ethical rule to solve a given moral situation) is not a scientific discipline but rather
one of analytical investigation as to how a moral system |s structured

Once again. if ethical arguments were
formal logic or scentific procedure then
the concept of goodness and rightness
would be demonstratively different
from the actions or situation. Since
these concepts have been shown to add
nothing to the action or situation then
they are not independently verifiable
As Ayer puts it, ‘There is no procedure
of examining the value of the facts,

as distinct from examining the facs
themselves

A palogy the of
husan bahaviour and Ayer felt that

this was best suited to asyess moral

behawviours.

Key quotes

Ethical argument is nol formal
demonstration. And not in a scientific
sense cither. For then the gullirr-m or badness of the situation, the nF]|I|rn o
wrongness of the action, would have o be something apart from the situation,
quuﬂlllng xmirlu-llli-ull_\ \r-llfm]ﬂ.r_ for ulur}l the facts a||t|1l('r-|| s the reasons
for the moral judgenent were evidence, (Ayver)

There is po procedure of examining the value of the facts, as distinet from
examining the facts themselves, We may say that we have evidence for our



moral judgements, but we cannot distinguish between pointing to the evidence
itself and peinting to that for which it is supposed 1o be evidence. Which means
that in the scientific sense it is not evidence at all. (Aver)

In conclusion, Ayer revisits what he stated in the first place. He was not set out to
demonstrate that ‘morals are trivial or unimpertant, or that people ought not to
bother with them' and nor did he conclude this. Ayer would consider this a value
judgement of his own and so by his own methed, unverifiable, as there would be
no logical justification for this conclusion. His conclusion is that ‘all moral theories,
intuitionist, naturalistic, objectivist, emotive, and the rest, in so far as they are
philosophical theories, are neutral as regards actual conduct’. In other words,

they tell us nothing about the actions themselves but :irnplj.r may inform us what
people are doing when they make moral judgements. Ayer then distinguishes
between ethics proper, that is the first three of his four categories listed above
(namely, experience, virtue and value) to which no true moral philosopher should
be 'presumptuous’ enough to engage, and meta-ethics. He sees meta-ethics as the
true realm of philosophy, and indeed, the subject with which he has himself been
engaging with in attempting to define and analyse ethical propositions.

It would be beneficial here to present his conclusion:

I hope that | have gone some way towards making clear what the theory which |
am advocating is. Let me now say what it is not. In the first place, 1 am not saying
that morals are trivial or unimportant, or that people ought not to bother
with them. For this would itself be a judgement of value, which | have not made
and do not wish to make. And even if | did wish to make it. it would have no logical
connection with my theory. For the theory is entirely on the level of analysis; it is
an attempt to show what people are doing when they make moral judgements; it
is not a set of suggestions as to what moral judgements they are to make. And this
is true of all moral philosophy, as | understand it. All moral theories, intuitionist,
naturalistic, objectivist, emotive, and the rest, in so far as they are philosophical
theories, are neutral as regards actual conduct. To speak technically, they belong

to the field of meta-ethics, not ethics proper. That is why it is silly, as well as
presumptuous, for any one type of philosopher to pose as the champion of virtue.
And it is also one reason why many people find moral philosophy an unsatisfying
subject. For they mistakenly look to the moral philosopher for guidance.

Key gquote

Again, when I say that moral judgements are emoltive rather than descriptive,
that they are persuasive expressions of attitudes and not statements of fact _..
I am not saying that nothing is good or bad, right or wrong, or that it does not
matter what we do. (Aver, Oun the Analysis of Moral Judgemenis)

‘Why not research the Logical Positivists on the Internet to find out more about
what they thought regarding ethics.

Study tip
It is good to see a link between philosophers/philosophical ideas, for example,
how Hume, Russell and Ayer follow a particular empiricist tradition.

T1 Ethical Thought
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Interest theory: Stevenson's theory
of Emotivism

Dynamic power: the sense in which
language is best analysed to determine
meaning according to Stevenson

quictipire

1.27 Which philosopher developed amore |

systematic approach to Emotivism?

Ethical terms are just expressions of personal
approval (hurrah) or disapproval (boo)

Now that we have covered Ayer's argument in LTL there are two areas of the
Spedification left to cover in relation to Emotivism as a theory. Since Emotivism
extends beyond Ayer, it would be beneficial to look at these two areas briefly

in relation to the work of Charles L. Stevenson as well as Ayer. Stevenson was

an American philosopher noted for his work on Emotivism and is seen as the
philosopher who developed it into a full-bodied, systematic theory. In 1937 he
published in the Mind Journal an article entitled, The Emotive Meaning of Ethical
terms. He followed this up with two later papers and then produced his book. Ethics
and Language, published in 1944 by Yale University Press, which is seento be a
classic systematic presentation of the theory.

For some reason, at a point in time that the current author cannot accurately
locate, there emerged in response to Ayer's proposals a nickname for his theory of
Emotivism. This was because Ayer insisted that ethical propositions were simply
emotive and feelings of either approval or disapproval. Emotivism therefore
became known also as the ‘Hurrah-boo!' theory as it was felt that Ayer proposed
that ethical terms are just expressions of personal approval (hurrah) or disapproval
(boo). To be fair to Ayer, his role was simply to indicate what was happening

with language when we use ethical propositions in line with his overall theory of
verification. When something could not be verified, Ayer offered a simple reason
and explanation but to explore further the
thing that could not be verified was not his
intention. As we have seen, he saw this as
the role of sciences.

Monetheless, the one glimpse of an
alternative to ethical terms only being
expressions of personal approval (hurrah)
or disapproval (boo), was when he
suggested that there was an alternative
purpose of persuasion,

It is with this glimpse that we see an
alternative approach that was taken by
Charles Stevenson. Surprisingly, Stevenson

; . The American philosopher Charles L.
de\-E]oped_hm_ work at the same tlme s Bt skt i P
as Ayer quite independently and in a “varffying’ ethical language coud be
different direction. found by studying its use.

For Stevenson, his interest was not really

in verifying ethical language but he did accept that if we seek scientific verification,
then this was not the most helpful way to view the theory of Emotivism. He started
with the word ‘good’ and argued that to make ethical questions clear any definition
should: (1) enable disagreement about goodness; (2) have a certain magnetism or
appeal to act in its favour; (3) not be subject to verification by scientific method.

He saw this as understanding the true nature of Emotivism but preferred the term
‘interest theory'. Stevenson was interested in how ethical propositions were used
in twio ways: (1) how they acquired power; and, (2) how dynamic power in using
an ethical proposition influenced its meaning.

Stevenson realised that we actually use ethical propositions, or in fact any words,
for a variety of purposes, e.g. arouse sympathy, persuade, drop hints, approve,
disapprove, command, etc. He referred to this as the ‘causal or dispositional
property’ of aword or proposition.

He writes, The emotive meaning of a word is the tendency of a word, arising



through the history of its usage, to produce (result from) affective responses in
people’. In other words, there are certain ethical words that are very well suited
to an emotive meaning because they have a dynamic use. To leave an emotive
element of such words out would mean we are misled to believe that it is purely
descriptive when in actual fact this ignores its dynamic usage and so its actual
meaning is distorted, The reason that the term 'good' is indefinable is because

in any definition of it the emotive element will be distorted, Stevenson argued
that good has a pleasing emotive meaning and that ‘this is a rough description of
meaning and not a definition’; however, it is adequate enough.

Stevenson suggested that the emotive aspects of ethical propositions were used
in a variety of different ways although he tended to see persuasive definitions

as a common use. His research is vast, and the book Ethics and Language is 336
pages long but these initial observations serve to show that there is much more to
ethical propositions than just being expressions of personal approval (hurrah) or
disapproval (boo).

Key quote

While Stevenson granted that moeral language didn’t have factual or cognitive
content, he argued that it had emotive meaning. Moral propositions aren’t
true or false, but they aren’t meaningless either — moral language allows us to
express emotions. ( Messerly)

Emotivism explains why people disagree
about morality

Key quote

Thus he could easily aceount for our differences regarding ethics — we
have different emotions. And when we disagree, Stevenson said we have a
disagreement in attitude. Bul reasons or arguments will not change other
people’s attitudes, (Messerly)

The obwious conclusion to be drawn from Emotivism is that if ethical propositions
are really just expressions of approval or disapproval then it follows that people
inevitably will disagree about morality because we are all simply expressing our
own opinions.

Moreover, it may then be suggested that there can never be any agreement in
ethical debate and also that maybe ethical debate becomes pointless. Ethical
debate would just become our emotional response to facts that we all agree on;
since emotions are not verifiable and cannot contribute to meaningful logical
discourse, ethics becomes meaningless,

However, for Stevenson ethical debate was meaningful and to demonstrate this he
made a distinction between pmpmnmns distinguishing between propositions

ut ‘belief and propositio ttitude’, Attitudes are mten\en:sthat
reflect the emotive use of ethical Ianguage in debate; they reveal how the person
feels and sees things. Beliefs are more to do with facts that can be verified such as
the ‘nature of light transmission’ to use Stevenson's example, or, something like the
date that you last met somebody. Beliefs are not about ethical convictions.

= War is the last resort, and abortion is the legal termination of a foetus, are
examples of beliefs,

= War/abortion is always wrong and war/abortion is sometimes wrong are
atitudes.

quichipire
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1.28 For a clear ethical definition, what
three things needed to be present
according to Stevenson?

Ke y terms

utatementb cuf faf:l or venﬁable by
empirical means

Propositions about attitude: views
or value judgements about statements
of belief
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Key quote

It is disagreement in attitude, which

imposes a characteristic type or
organisalion on the beliefs that
may serve indirectly to resolve it,
that chiefly :!mtmguln.hl s ethical
issues from those of pure science.

(Stevenson)

:Uuﬂen@e:mbnskmﬂmlpﬂndplﬁ-
 can be established; ethical debate
 becomes a pointless activity; there is

- no universal agreement that some
actions are wrong.

QUICHFIPE

1.29 Aceording to Stevenson are beliefs

showing ethical conviction?
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Key quote

In normative ethics any description of what is the case is atended by
considerations of what is 1o be felt and done about it; the beliefs that are in
question are preparatory o guiding or redirecting attitudes_ (Stevenson)

According to Stevenson, what happens in
ethical debate is that people are trying to
change others attitudes not their beliefs. It
would be valid to say that these artitudes are
Jjust describing the feelings of the individuals
involved; however, if we account for emotive
meaning we can see that each is trying to
affect the others' feelings and influence
them. The disagreement is a disagreement
not about attitudes — the debate

concerns not a focus on how one attitude

is better than another — but rather itis a
disagreement #m attitudes towards the issue
in hand. Therefore, Emotivism can explain
why people disagree about morality without | g 5 that tis chmical
making ethical debate meaningless. In fact, composition of water is H.0 and
Emotivism makes ethical debate meaningful. = that the atoms are joined by
covalent bonding is a proposition
about bellef according to Stevenson.

Key quotes

It 15 thus possible for there (o be
meaningful agreement in ethics, and the emotivist theory cannot be eriticised
on the grounds that it excludes this possibility. (Nerman)

One advamage of this theory is that it easily explains how and why it is that
moral judgements motivate us. If moral language were just descriptive, stating
how things are, why would that get us to act in certain ways? We need to care.
And what we care about is captured in our attitudes to the world. ( Lacewing)

Challenges to Emotivism

Mary Warnock points out that Emotivism is too broad a theory for ethical
language. Itis not precise enough because it does not differentiate between ethical
and non-ethical emotive use of language. For example, if emotivism attempts to
influence someone’s attitude then how exactly is an advertisement for donations to
‘Water Aid different from advertising a McDonald's burger as 100% pure beef with
nothing added in order o suggest it is healthy food?

Other general challenges include the fact that ethical language and debate is not
always ‘emotive’, sometimes we use it to distance ourselves from others’ views or
indeed display indifference and not moral judgement and some see morality and
ethical debate as a rational and logical process of reasoning.

We now look at three more specific challenges.

No basic moral principles can be established

A general criticism of Emotivism is that the theory only values meta-ethics. Ayer
used meta-ethics to reduce ethical statements to mere sentiments that express no
factual information whatsoever. If this is the case then no basic moral principles
can be established. Likewise, Stevenson confined his approach to meta-ethics in
that he looked specifically at the meaning and use of language. Even when he
applied this to ethical statements there was no real insight offered into meta-
ethical definitions or normative principles,



As Hayward writes, 'One conclusion that can be drawn from emotivism is that
value judgements are not rational and so no rational agreement is possible on
ethical matters and no knowledge can be had of them.’

Differences in opinion only heighten this problem and complicate matters.
Emotivism suggests no way in which differences of opinion can be resolved; it can
only observe that they happen. However, history demonstrates that clear decisions
have been made for the better and to say that it was simply down to emotions
ridicules these important ethical decisions

Finally, the fact that it reduces morality to emotions which have no rational basis
nor justification, means that the whole idea of basic moral principles is unfounded
and suggests that they do not exist anyway. The other extreme is that there is no
limit on moral principles that can be identified through emotions but that they are
so conflicting that no sense of coherence can be found amongst them all.

Ethical debate becomes a pointless activity

Related to the above challenge, if there are no basic moral principles then

ethical debate becomes a pointless activity because we need to ask, ‘what are we
debating?” If we cannot differentiate ‘good’ from 'bad’ and ‘right’ from 'wrong” and
only have feelings to revert to then why bother at all?

Certainly, if ethical debate is not paintless it would certainly not be rational

and could provide no definitive answers. By reducing ethical debate to trying

to influence each other’s’ attitudes then it becomes no more than an exercise

in propaganda. Surely this cannot be the case if an argument is presented with
sufficient evidence?

The problem is that if one does follaw the inclination of Emotivism then it does not
address why many feel that whether or not the basis of ‘good” and ‘bad’ is established
itis also possible to present ethical debate. Ethical debate is not just about emations
but also to do with a process of reasoning using evidence to support an argument.

It can be acknowledged that the outcome of the argument may be explained as
personal opinion but the argument itself is still important. Indeed, how is that any
different to Prichard's Intuitionism? Therefore to suggest that ethical debate is
pointless appears ‘to be throwing the baby out with the bathwater'.

There is no universal agreement that some actions are
wrong

Although it could be argued that there is some value still in moral debate, even if
it just about persuasion, it will never be able to establish a unanimous, universal
agreement on those actions that are considered as wrong. There is no sense of
authority to appeal to.

In addition, what would happen in ethical debate? History has proven that minority
interests and ‘emotions’ (to use Ayer’s perspective) have actually been the correct
way forward. Look at slavery, homosexuality and women's rights not as moral issues
but as relating to basic human rights and the law. The outcome has shown that basic
principles of what is wrong can be established through ethical argument. Emotivism
does not seem to reflect what has actually happened through ethical debate.

There are many more examples that could be used even if we do not have a set of
guidelines established and put everything ‘ethical’ down to personal emotions.

If we accept Emotivism, Mackie has pointed out that we are not clearly
differentiating between the things we disapprove of. He comments that there is a
vast difference berween his ‘dislike of curries” and that of genocide!

Therefore, it seems that saying that there is no universal agreement that some
actions are wrong would be contradicting what actually happens in reality and is
not adequate enough to explain our different types of disapproval.

T1 Ethical Thought

Key quotes

Stevenson analyses emotive meaning
by connecting meaning to use, The
purpose of moral judgements is not
to state facts, bul o influence how
we behave I|1rlﬂ.lgll |'.xpn1i.-ilnll.~' of
approval and disapproval. Words
with emotive meaning do just that.
If moral language is just deseriptive,
how can moral truths motivate us?

Emolivism, by contrast, eon
caring, approving, disapproving,
with the very meaning of ethical

words. (Lacewing)

The main difficulty with logical
positivism is that according to

the principle of verification, the
prineiple of verification itself is
meaningless ... But if the principle
of verification is meaningless, then
what it claims cannot be true. So

it does not give us any reason to
believe that the claims of ethics are
llmnillgh'.-;n. {Lacewing)

The emotivist defines ‘morally good®
as an ‘expression of approval’. The
emotiviat is unable to distinguish
between my dislike of curries

from my dislike of genocide. But
the difference between the two is
profound. T dislike curry because |
don't like its taste. I abhor genocide
because it’s immoral. (Maclntyre)

Not liking the taste of a certain food is a

Very af
fram disagresing about whether ane
approves of cruelty to animals.
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Key skills
Knowledge involves:

Selection of a mnge of {thorough)
accurate and relevant information
that is directly related to the specific
demands of the question.

This means:

« Selecting relevant material for the
guestion set

= Be focused in explaining and
examimng the material selected.

Understanding involves:

Explanation that is extensive,
demonstrating depth and/or breadth
with excellent use of evidence and
exampies including (where appropriate)
thorough and accurate suppaorting use
of sacred texts, sources of wisdom and
specialist language

This means

= Effective use of examples and
supporting evidence to establish the
quality of your understanding

Ownership of your explanation
that expresses personal knowledge
and understanding and NOT just a
chunk of text from a book that you
have rehearsed and memorisad.

It is now important to consider the information that has been covered in
this section; however, the information in its raw form Is too extensive and so
has to be processed in order to meet the requirements of the examination.
This can be done by practising more advanced skills associated with AO1. For
assessment objective 1 (AD1), which involves demonstrating ‘knowledge’ and
‘understanding’ skills, we are going to focus on different ways in which the
skills can be demonstrated effectively, and also refer to how the performance
of these skills is measured (see generic band descriptors for A2 [WIEC] AD1 or
._& Level [Eduqas] AQ1).

P Your next task is this: Below is a brief summary of one challenge to
Emotivism. You want to explain this in an essay but as it stands at present it is
too brief. In order that you demonstrate more depth of understanding, develop
this summary by providing examples that will help you explain it further. Aim
for 200 words in total.

Maoral debate. even if it just about persuasion, will never be able to establish a

unanimous, universal agreement on those actions that are considered as wrong.

There is no sense of authority to appeal to. In addition, what would happen in

ethical debate? History has proven that minority interests and ‘emations’ (to use

Ayer's perspective) have actually been the correct way forward. The outcome has
shown that basic principles of what is wrong can be established through ethical
argument. Emotivism does not seem to reflect what has actually happened through
ethicakdebate,

When you have completed the task, refer to the band descriptors for A2 (WIEC)

or A Level (Edugas) and in particular havealook at the demands described in the
higher band descriptorstowards which you should be aspiring. Ask yourself:

= Daoes my wark demonstrate thoreugh, accurate and relevant knowledge and

understanding of religion and belief?
Is my work coherent (consistent or make logical sense), clear and well organised?

Will my work, when developed, be an extensive and relevant response which is
specific to the focus of the task?

Daoes my work have extensive depth and/or suitable breadth and have excellent
use of evidence and examples?

If appropriate to the task, does my response have thorough and accurate
reference to sacred texts and sources of wisdom?

Are there any insightful connections to be made with other elements of my
course?

will my answer, when developed and extended to match what is expected in

an examination answer, have an extensive range of views of scholars/schools of
thought?

When used, is specialist language and wocabulary both thorough and accurate?
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This section covers AD2
content and skills

Issues for analysis and evaluation

The extent to which moral terms are just
expressions of our emotions

The first argument could be that moral terms do not attempt to define what terms
like ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ mean, they are just an individual’s emotional response to
situations. Alfred Ayer suggested this.

Indeed, viewing moral terms as expressions of emotion would explain the diversity
of moral opinion that we see across cultures and within our own culture. Any
intuitionist response that seeks to explain these differences by positing that there
are different intuitive abilities at work, cannot be substantiated with any evidence
atall other than ‘we know this is the case’.

Again, another argument could be that we can measure emotions and even explore
the biological foundations of emotions. There has been no similar claim when it
comes to Intuitionism. Instead of empirical evidence for Intuitionism there are
conflicting and unsubstantiated claims that intuitions come from God, the ‘gut’ or
genetics.

One could argue that the Emotivism view is very logical and scientific. Emotivism
recognises the importance of the scientific approach to language and that words
have particular meanings. These meanings must be empirically verified and, as
they cannot be verified, Emativism rejects, therefare, the abstract use of words in
previous philosophical discussion.

Also, Emotivism does not necessarily mean that moral terms have no value.
example, Stevenson pomhed’ ut that whath pbeﬁSjn cthlcaldebate is that peo;ile :
are trying to change others’ amtudés’nnd.# we account for emotiy 1
we can see that each is lrgﬂng to affect lhnuﬂlews“ eelings and influence them,
Therefore, Emotivism can explain why people disagree about morality without
making ethical debate meaningless. In fact, Emotivism makes ethical debate

meaningful and is, according to Stevenson, more than just an expression of
emaotion.

As you read through this section try to

do the following:

1. Pick out the different lines of
argument that are presented in
the text and identify any evidence
given in support.

2. For each line of argument try to
evaluate whether or not you think
this is strong or weak.

i, Think of any questions you may
wish to raise in response to the
arguments.

This Activity will help you to start

thinking critically about what you

read and help you to evaluate the
effectiveness of different arguments
and from this develop your own
observations, opinions and points

of view that will help with any

conclusions that you make in your

answers to the AO2 questions

that arise.

Key quote

And therefore we should, I think, conclude that the validity of ethical
judgements is not determined by the felicific tendencies of actions, any more
than by the nature of people’s feelings: but that it must be regarded as “absolute’

or ‘intrinsic’, and not empirically caleulable. (Ayer)

However, if moral terms were only expressions of emotions then there would be
no point in real moral debate. The emotional responses people give are based on
some inner belief or conscience and surely something more deeply rooted than
mere emotions. Any Ethical Naturalist would obviously disagree and argue that
moral terms express propositions, which can be seen as true or false by considering
objective features of the world.

You could also argue that asserting moral statements as mere expressions

of emotions is a way of defining moral terms. This leads us back to Moore's
naturalistic fallacy and the rationality of not defining moral terms.

It is also held by some that emotional debates are needed to engage with what
ethics is all about. What Emotivism does is just look at meta-ethics but not ethics
proper. Indeed, one could argue that Ayer was wrong because his exclusion of
groups 2-4 was simply due to the fact that all he was interested in was meta-
ethics.
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Key questions

Is it true that our strong feelings of
approval or disapproval are the only
force behind our ethical statements?
Is it really true that different intuitive
abilities are the reason for moral
disagreements?

Are there really ‘'objective features of
the world’ or is every observation really
an interpretation?

Do common ethical approaches across

cultures really point to an objective
morality?

Isn't truth or falsity in the eye of the
beholder?

5\

Llsl: some oonclusmns that could be
drawn from the AO2 reasoning from
the above text; try to aim for at least
three different possible conclusions.
Consider each of the conclusions
and collect brief evidence to support
each conclusion from the AO1 and
AQ2 material for this topic. Select
the conclusion that you think is most
convincing and explain why it is so.
Try to contrast this with the weakest
conclusion in the list, justifying your
argument with clear reasoning and
evidence.

Whether one of Naturalism,

Intuitionism or Emotivism is superior
to the other theories.

If Emotivism were true, there would be no point to moral discussions. This runs
counter to the instincts of many who feel that these discussions are valid. Also,

if Emotivism is true, it must reduce a moral statement to the same level as all
other statements that do not come from a source that is logically verifiable; moral
statements are therefore at the same level as statements used in advertising, bribes
and blackmail. An Intuitionist would say that this cannot possibly be the case!
Another argument would be that if moral statements are nothing more than a
creation of family/culture/society, why are people able to ‘stand outside’ of their
culture /family/society and challenge them morally? Therefore, there must be a
basis for morality other than human emotion.

In addition, how do we differentiate ‘right” between two people’s moral opinions?
Mothing can be resolved, and therefore some would see this as unworkable.
Stevenson argues that ethical language has a dynamic nature and magnetism

but it could be suggested that rational ethical statements are not judged on the
basis of emotional response but assessed by the nature of their argument. Mary
Warnock has clearly pointed out that a claim that ‘murder is wrong' is not simply
about seeking approval! Such a serious ethical proposition is to be challenged,
questioned. debated and deliberated with caution. If ethical statements were really
just down to emotions then our moral obligations would not be consistent at all
and there would be chaos.

It could be argued, however, this is one of the strengths of Stevenson's views in that
it does allow Emotivism to move beyond a simple exchange of voices: it allows for
persuasion, challenge and the clear expression of reasons. Why is it considered a
bad thing for moral debate to be based upon gaining others’ approva! or avoiding
theirdisapproval; this appears to have been most of the practice in applied ethics

throughout his‘l:ory

'Key qu'o_t_e

While Stevenson granted that moral language didn't have factual or cognitive
content, he argued that it had emotive meaning. Moral propositions aren't

true or false, but they aren’t meaningless either — moral language allows us to
express emotions. Thus he could easily account for our differences regarding
ethics = we have different emotions. And when we disagree, Stevenson said we
have a disagreement in attitude. But reasons or arguments will not change other

people’s attitudes. (Messerly)

Cne conclusion could be that moral terms are expressions of emotions but there

is more to moral language than just approval, as Stevenson has demonstrated.
Alternatively, moral terms are not at all the expressions of emotion, they are
objective and absolute features in the world and this would be the conclusion of
Ethical Naturalism. It could also be concluded, however, that moral terms may have
both an emotional pole and an objective pole and that it is difficult or impossible to
untangle one from the other.



Whether one of Naturalism, Intuitionism or
Emotivism is superior to the other theories

One line of argument would be that Emotivism, like Naturalism, does not ask us to
simply believe that morality exists/is a given (as does Intuitionism). It appeals to
our scientific minds. However, rather than saying (with naturalists) that morality
can be measured or observed in the natural world, Emotivism has a robust
presentation of morality as a social and psychological creation.

One could suggest that it is egalitarian! All moral expressions can be explained

by this theory, from ‘thou shalt not kill' (as a ‘boo!" to killing) to ‘be nice and help
everyone' (‘hurrah’ for nice peaple!). Even the seemingly emotionless moral idea
that ‘principles should rule over feelings’ can itself be seen as a creation of an
emotional society!

In addition, Emotivism saves you from pointless conversations! It advises you

that you can discuss matters of fact (i.e. what happens to a foetus in the abortion
process); but warns you from thinking you can have a discussion of moral values
(rightness/wrongness of abortion) since these are merely expressions of emotion.

Key quote

*Moral judgements express feelings or attitudes it is said. “What kind of feelings
or attitudes?” we ask. "Feelings or attitudes of approval’ is the reply. *What kind
of approval?” we ask, perhaps remarking that approval is of many kinds. It is in
answer 1o this question that every version of emotivism either remains silent, or
by identifying the relevant kind of approyal as moral approval — that is, t
of approval expressed by a specifically gement — becomes vagu
circular. (Maclntyre)

On the one hand, it could be argued that Inwitionism has thewvirtue of
corresponding with the sense thaumany of us have that certain actions are just
‘right and good’ or ‘wrong and bad'. Indeed, Emotivism reduces a moral statement
to the same level as all other statements that do not come from a source that is
logically verifiable; moral statements are therefore at the same level as statement
used in advertising, bribes and blackmail. It becomes no more than propaganda.
An Intuitionist would say that this cannot possibly be the case. For Prichard, moral
reasoning was far superior to general reasoning when it came to ethical decisions
and that Intuitionism was a clear differentiator berween ethical and non-ethical
propositions. In this case, moral statements are not reduced but actually stand
firm. Naturalism, on the other hand, sees itself as the solution because it argues
that we can have an objective set of moral values that can be established through
empirical means. Indeed, they would argue thart Utilitarianism is their champion
in that we can clearly see how this works in society, for example, with our political
system and aspects of law.

Naturalism may be seen as superior as it encourages moral discussion and debate.
After all, if Emotivism were true, there would be no point to moral discussions. This
runs counter to the instincts of many who feel that these discussions are valid.
Intuitionism has the virtue of corresponding with the sense that many of us have
that certain actions are just right and good' or 'wrong and bad’ = Emotivism
reduces a moral statement to the same level as all other statements that do not
come from a source that is logically verifiable; moral statements are therefore

at the same level as statements used in advertising, bribes and blackmail. An
Intuitionist would say that this can't possibly be the case!

Intuitionism and Rationalism can be seen as superior to Emotivism because if,

as Emotivism demands, moral statements are nothing more than a creation of
family/culture/society, why are people able to ‘stand outside’ of their culture/
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vity.

As you read through this section try to

do the following:

1. Pick out the different lines of
argument that are presented in
the text and identify any evidence
given in support.

2. For each line of argument try to
evaluate whether or not you think
this is strong or weak.

3. Think of any questions you may
wish to raise in response to the
arguments.

This Activity will help you to start

thinking critically about what you

read and help you to evaluate the
effectiveness of different arguments
and from this develop your own
observations, opinions and points
of view that will help with any
conclusions that you make in your
answers to the AO2 questions

that arise.
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Key questions

1s it really true that moral discussions
really have no point?

If societies create morality how

does one account for pecple in those
Are moral statements really at the

Are there not certain activities that are
simply "bad’ or ‘wrong’ or, alternatively,
‘good’ or ‘right'?

Can't we prove that there are moral
absolutes by locking at common moral
themes shared by societies across the

world?

List some conclusions that could be
drawn from the AO2 reasoning from
the above text; try to aim for at least
three different possible conclusions.
Consider each of the conclusions
and collect brief evidence to support
each conclusion from the AO1 and
AQ2 material for this topic. Select
the conclusion that you think is most
convincing and explain why it is so.
Try to contrast this with the weakest
conclusion in the list, justifying your
argument with clear reasoning and
evidence.

The extent to which the different
meta-ethical theories encourage
maoral debate

family/society and challenge them morally? Therefore, there must be a basis for
morality other than human emotion,

Key gquote

The central ethical terms — ‘right’, ‘wrong’, ‘good” and ‘bad’ — only have emotive
meanings, of expressing approval or disapproval. But many moral terms (*steal’,
‘honesty’, ‘respect’) have both descriptive and emotive meanings. To be told
that someone is *honest’ is to learn something about them. For instance, they
can't be honest while lying frequently! And whether someone lies frequently

is a matter of fact. But the term “honest’ isn't just a description; it also has an
emotive meaning of approval. (Lacewing)

All three theories have their strengths and their weaknesses. It could be suggested
that they look at different aspects of ethics. For instance, Emotivism tends to
focus on how the propositions are used (Stevenson) whereas Naturalism tends to
calculate decisions based upon evidence and experience. Intuitionism is unique

in that it considers the obligatory nature and how ethical awareness compels us
to behave. Would there be any use trying to adopt Bradley's Hegelian dialectical
methodology and synthesise through combining all aspects and seeing them as
different ways of achieving the same goal?

Depending on which line of argument is accepted one could conclude that there
is no real answer and that any of Naturalism (or Emotivism, or Intuitionism) is
superior to the other theories. Indeed, since there is no way, ultimately. to prove
what is the source of our morality, judging that one of these meta-ethical positions
is superioris-not possible: In additionyitcould be concluded that there is no

. proof that there is an objective or absolute source of morality, then Naturalism or
- Emotivism hasto be superior to the other theories.



The extent to which the different meta-ethical
theories encourage moral debate

One line of argument could be that Emotivism definitely discourages moral
debate, as disagreement is not about 'rightness’ ‘or ‘wrongness’ but about different
emotional stances. The only debate you can have is about facts (defined via Logical
Positivism), not the moral positions that are apparently based upon these facts. In
other words, whilst it may appear that a debate is actually taking place it is no more
than an exchange of emotions and is not a meaningful debate. Emotivism tends to
reduce ethical debate to a very basic level according to this line of thinking.

In addition, it could be argued that Intuitionism discourages moral discussion as

it says morality is known intuitively. There can never be an explanation of why

wie should act morally as we always know that we ought to. The key to Prichard's
Intuitionism is that it is moral thinking that determines the outcome and not
general reasoning. Therefore, we are technically encouraged not to engage too
much in debate.

Nevertheless, in response to this, Prichard does consider it necessary to consider all
‘claims’ and 'preliminaries’ before confirming (through Descartes' skeptical doubt)
that our intuition was the correct recognition of duty. Since, intuitive thinking does
develop and need a mature approach of thought it could be argued that, in fact,
Intuitionism according to Prichard does encourage moral debate.

For those who follow absolutist and objective approaches to ethics (i.e.
Intuitionism, Divine Command theory, etc.), there is no peint of having dialogue
with the natural and social sciences. This is because added insights cannot change

one's moral stance. However, mlqu|rmmmnrrary. thereis the whplt.debm;

about the application of Natural Mhl‘al Law, for exampte, thepﬂntlple of Double
Effect and indeed the position taken by Revisionists such as those who are1mked
with Proportionalism. This whole area has been a. mmeﬁeldasm,greal dep[h and
breadth of Reman Catholic moraLﬂmclog will atrest to m:' the past Sowam

Key quote

There is no particular Socratic or Dimechian or Kantian way 1o live your life, They

don'’t offer ethical codes and standards by which to live your life. (Stephen Fry)

The various approaches that align with Naturalist ethics can certainly encourage
debate since they encourage observation and measurement - you can debate

the validity of the observations and the measurements (i.e. is activity X causing
more pleasure than pain?’). Utilitarianism is the classic example for encouraging
engagement with social and political issues, both of which have an underlying
ethical basis. The greatest happiness principle and the principle of universalisability
are pertinent examples in relation to law and democracy. Even Bentham's Hedonic
Calculus is relevant to how Utilitarianism developed through ethical debate and
created Act and Rule versions.

Also, it is the whole purpose of moral debate according to Stevenson’s version of
Emotivism. Indeed, Emotivism explains why people do engage in debate about
morality for persuasion and affirmation of attitudes. Indeed, Emotivism itself, as a
theory, has encouraged much debate about morality as it is so extremely reductive!
It provokes discussion about the essence of ethics as few other approaches can.
Also, if we follow Ayer's Emotivism then it does not address why many feel that
whether or not the basis of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ is established, ethical debate is not
just about emations but also to do with a process of reasoning using evidence to
support an argument. It can be acknowledged that the outcome of the argument
may be explained as personal opinion but the argument itself is still important.
Indeed, how is that any different to Prichard’s intuitionism? Therefore, to suggest

As you read through this section try to

that arise.
A

T1 Ethical Thought

do the following:

1. Pick out the different lines of
argument that are presented in
the text and identify any evidence
given in support.

2. For each line of argument try to
evaluate whether or not you think
this is strong or weak.

3. Think of any questions you may
wish to raise in response to the
arguments.

This Activity will help you to start

thinking critically about what you

read and help you to evaluate the
effectiveness of different arguments
and from this develop your own
observations, opinions and points

of view that will help with any

conclusions that you make in your

answers to the AO2 questions

WIEC / Eduqas Religious Studies for
A Level Year 2 and AZ Religion and Ethics

Key questions

15 it really true that the only
meaningful discussion one can have is
about facts rather than values?

Does Intuitionism with its insistence
on morality as a ‘given’ really
discourage any ethical discussion?
If the social sciences can inform our
ethical choices, doesn't this mean that
ethics is not objective and absolute?
Is it not possible to speak of
measurements of pain and pleasure in
terms of the results of moral decisions?
Does Emotivism really end all
discussion since it reduces morality to
emotional expression?
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List some conclusions that could be
drawn from the AD2 reasoning from
the above text; try to aim for at least
three different possible conclusions.
Consider each of the conclusions
and collect brief evidence to support
each conclusion from the AO1 and
AQ2 material for this topic. Select
the conclusion thar you think is most
convincing and explain why it is so.
Try to contrast this with the weakest
conclusion in the list, justifying your
argument with clear reasoning and
evidence,

that ethical debate is pointless appears ‘to be throwing the baby out with the
bathwater'.

Key gquote

In matters of conscience, the law of the majority has no place. (Gandhi)

Study tip

It is vital for AO2 that you actually discuss arguments and not just explain what
someone may have stated. Try to ask yourself, ‘was this a fair point to make?',
‘is the evidence sound enough?', ‘is there anything to challenge this argument?’,
‘is this a strong or weak argument?” Such critical analysis will help you develop
your evaluation skills.

One conclusion could be that meta-ethical approaches do encourage moral
debate even though some of these encourage more debate than others. Another
alternative conclusion could be that one of the meta-ethical approaches actually
encourages debate: Emotivism rules it out, Intuitionism prevents any discussion
on the source of morals, and in Naturalism there are only calculations and no real
debate about morality. Finally, there could also be a conclusion that suggests there
will always be debates regardless of these theories. Since these are ‘meta’ ethical
approaches rather than normative ethical theories, their intention is not to focus
on debating particular issues but outlining a general approach to ethics. We will
still have to discuss particular moral decisions.



It is now important to consider the information that has been covered in this
section; however, the information in its raw form is too extensive and so has to
be processed in order to meet the requirements of the examination. This can be
done by practising more advanced skills associated with AD2. For assessment
objective 2 (AO2), which involves ‘critical analysis’ and ‘evaluation” skills, we
are going to focus on different ways in which the skills can be demonstrated
effectively, and also refer to how the performance of these skills is measured

| (see generic band descriptors for A2 [WJEC] AD2 or A Level [Edugas] AO2).

P Your next task is this: Below is an argument concerning whether
Naturalism, Intuitionism or Emotivism is superior to the other
theories. You need to respond to this argument by thinking of three key
questions you could ask the writer that would challenge their view and force
them to defend their argument.

On the one hand, it could be argued that Intuitionism has the virtue of

corresponding with the sense that many of us have that certain actions are just

‘right and good’ or ‘wrong and bad'. Indeed, Emotivism reduces a moral statement

to the same level as all other statements that do not come from a source that is

logically verifiable: moral statements are therefore at the same level as statements
used in advertising, bribes and blackmail. It becomes no more than propaganda.

An Intuitionist would say that this cannot possibly be the case. For Prichard, moral

reasoning was far superior to general reasoning when it came to ethical decisions

and that Intuitionism wa gnd non-gehi

propositions. In this case r

Maturalism, on the otherifia

can have an objective seg

means. Indeed, they wol
can clearly see how this
aspects of law.

When you have completed the task, refer to the band descriptors for A2 (WIEC)

or A Level (Edugas) and in particular have a look at the demands described in the

higher band deseriptors towards which you should be aspiring. Ask yourself:

= |s my answer a confident critical analysis and perceptive evaluation of the issue?

= Is my answer a response that successfully identifies and thoroughly addresses the

issues raised by the question set?

= Does my work show an excellent standard of coherence, clarity and organisation?

= Will my work, when developed. contain thorough, sustained and clear views that

are supported by extensive, detailed reasoning and/or evidence?

= Are the views of scholars/schools of thought used extensively, appropriately and

in context? '

= Does my answer convey a confident and perceptive analysis of the nature of any

possible connections with other elements of my course?

= When used, is specialist language and vocabulary both thorough and accurate?

Key skills

raised by the materials in the ADI,
together with those identified in the
AQZ2 section, and presents sustained
and clear views, either of scholars or
from a personal perspective ready for
evaluation.

This means:

= That your answers are able to
identify key areas of debate in
relation to a particular issue

= That you can identify, and comment
upon, the different lines of argument
presented by others

= That your response comments on
the overall effectiveness of each of
these areas or arguments.

Evaluation involves considering the
vanous implications of the issues raised
based upen the evidence gleaned from
analysis and provides an extensive

= That your answer arrives at a
conclusion through a clear process of
TEASONINg.




