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SUMMARY
PART ONE
T, Difficulties in faculty talk. Hume's faculty talk

about reason is inconsistent with his empirical philosophy.

1T. The role which demonstrative reasoning plays in con-
duct. Hume's view that such reasonings alone cannot cause

actions is correcte

I1T, The role which empirical reasoningplays in conduct.
A defence of Hume's view that empirical reasoningsalone
cannot cause actions and that a desire is necessary to
cause actions. Non-Humean notions of "cause" and "desire".
A consideration of certain problems about Hume's non-eva-
luative senses of "reasonable" and "unreasonable™. An

examination of a few theories of practical reason.

Iv. A reformulation of Hume's argument to prove that
reason cannot oppose passions. An examination of the
different interpretations of Hume's statement '"Reason is
and ought only to be the slave of the passions." My own

Views



Ve My analysis of Hume's view of the influence of be-
liefs on agents. An examination of Fglk's criticisms of

Hume.

VI, Hume's muddled distinction between calm and violent
passions. An examination of Hume's uses of his doctrine

of calm passions.

PART _TWO

VI1I, An examination of Hume's seven arguments concerning

the place of reason in moralse.

VIII, Hume on "is" and "ought". An examination of the
different interpretations of Hume's "is-ought" passage.

My own interpretation.

PART THREE

IX. Statement of my reasons for taking up the problem
of justification of actions and moral judgments. Formu-
lation of two arguments against those who use "reasonable"

and "unreasonable® for actions in a non-Humean manner.,
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X An examination of the theories of Baier, Edwards

and Toulmin,

XTI, An examination of Brandt's Qualified Attitude Method.
Hume's views about the meaning of moral terms and moral
judgments., Hume's refusal to use these views in an attempt
to settle the problem of justification in ethics, Hume's
superiority over Brandt. Arguments against the supposed
parallel between the Qualified Attitude Method in ethics

and induction in socience,

XIT. An examination of the "vindication" of ultimate moral
principles by Feigl and Taylor. Arguments against the
supposed parallel between vindication of an inductive poli-
cy and that of ultimate moral principles. OConcluding re-

marks.
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PREFACE

This thesis is an examination of Hume's views about the place
of reasons, reasoning and reasonableness in actlons and morals.
Hume has often expressed his views polemically, taking issue with
his rationalist opponents, And sometimes his language is as
obscure as that of his adversaries. In his zealous controversy
with the rationalists Hume has often said things which he does not
really mean. The works on Hume which have so far been written have
not disentangled his intentions from such obscurities, egpecially
from his obscure faculty talk. I have tried to envisage what his
views would be when they are freed from such obscurities, and have
tried to present them here. A large part of the thesis is given to
clarification and a proper interpretation of his views on actions
and morals. I have often found it necessary to reformulate his
arguments (keeping them close to his intentions) to give them a

cogent form.

Hume's notion of reason as a faculty is muddled, and his
meaning of "reasonable" is arbitrary, if not perversee. But 1
have thought that to be over-concerned with these defects of Hume
would be to lose sight of many of the valuable things which he has
said. My main concern has been to dig out from his writings the

important things which he has said or meant. This, however, has



not led me to neglect to mention his fallacies whenever I have
been able to detect them. Some of the things in Hume's philosophy
of action and morals which I have found important and which con-
stitute my study are as follows: his explenation of actions in
terms of both a desire and a belief, his views about the role of
desire in morals, his distinctions between the theoretical and the
practical fields, between facts and values, between causal des-
cription and justification, and between reasonings, judgments and

beliefs on the one hand and actions and passions on the other, etce.

From his non-evaluative sense of the epithets "reasonable" and
"unreasonable" Hume has derived certain paradoxical conclusions.
But he has not shown what is wrong with the standard evaluative use
of these epithets. Thus he has left a gap in his philosophy.

T have tried to fill in this gap in the third part of the thesis
by attempting to show that there is a philosophical confusion in
the standard use of the phrase "reasonable action". This confusion
relates to the limits of justification of actions and moral Jjudg-

mentse

Many moral philosophers have attempted to solve the problem
of justification in morals by trying to establish a parallel bet-
ween Justification of the matters of morals and that of deductive
and inductive reasonings, between an alleged validity of choice

and the validity of inference, between reasonable choice and
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inference. I have found it quite in the line of Hume's thinking to
protest against constructing such parallels. Onc of my concerns
has been to show that such parallels and analogles are seriously

misleading.

To do justice to Hume I have consulted both his Treatise and
his Enquirye I have not found it necessary for my purpose to dis-
cuss, except incidentally, the historical background of Hume's
philosophy of action and morals. Good works on this subject al-

ready existe. (See for instance N.K. Smith's The Philosorhy of David

Hume; M.S. Kuypers' Studies in the Eighteenth Century Background

of Hume's Empiricisme.) Akso, I have not gone into the problem of

judging Hume's originality and his debt to his predecessors. I
have tried to present his views on actions and morals systematically

and to examine them as I have found them in his writings.



PART ONE

REASON AND CONDUCT (IN GENERAL) IN

HUME'S PHILOSOPHY
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PART ONE: REASON AND CONDUCT (I GENERAL) IN
HUME'S PHILOSOFHY

SYNOPSIS

I. HUME'S FACULTY TALK ABOUT REASON

The different senses in which Hume has used the word "reason™". An
examination of his faculty talk about reason: Faculty talk raises
non~empirical questions which are odd in Hume's empirical philo=-
sophy. To take reason as a power would be inconsistent with Hume's
denial of our having any idea of power. Faculty talk about reason
is inconsistent with his theory of causation. In the absence of
our knowledge of what the faculty of reason is, it is possible to
attribute anything to that faculty. By postulating faculties we do
not explain anything., Faculty talk about reason is inconsistent
with Hume's analysis of self. The important things in Hume's
philosophy can be expressed without using faculty terminology. I
shall replace his faculty talk by speaking instead of what he con-
siders to be "the products of reason",

II. THE PLACE OF DEMONSTRATIVE REASONING IN CONDUCT

Hume's distinction between demonstrative reasonings and reasonings
concerning matters of fact seems to be exclusively between demon-—
strative reasonings of the mathematical kind and inductive reason-
ings. There is nothing wrong with Hume's view that demonstrative
reasonings alone cannot cause actions, The place of demonstrative
reasonings in conduct lies in assisting empirical reasonings in
whatever role the latter plays in conduct.

III. THE PLACE OF REASONING CONCERNING MATTERS
OF FACT 1IN CONDUCT

By using Hume's notions of "cause' and "desire" it cannot be
proved that a desire is the immediate cause of an action and that



empirical reasonings by themselves do not cause actions. But

these can be proved given non-Humean notions of "desire" and
"cause". Reply to possible objections. Empirical reasonings (or
judgments about means to ends or about existence of objects) are
part causes of the type of action which Hume has considered. Hume
expressed himself misleadingly. Hume's use of the epithets "rea-
gsonable" and "unreasonable" is non-evaluative. Although Hume has
assimilated "reasonable" to "true beliefs”, he can Jjustifiably

use "reasonable" for arguments in view of the close connection
between the notion of "validity" and that of "truth", and in view
of what he says about the range of reason in his discussion of
actions and morals. Objection to Hume's view: beliefs can be
reasonable when they are not true; if so, then actions also can be
reasonable when they are not true. A reply to this objection:
beliefs, even when they are not true, have a close connection with
truth and falsehood, a connection which does not exist in the case
of actions and passions. Hume's notions of "reasonable" and "un-
reasonable" are arbitrary; he has not shown what is wrong with the
standard uses of these epithets. Nevertheless, the philosophical
point raised in his argument concerning the reasonableness or un-
reasongbleness of actions and passions is correct. An examinat-
ion of a few criticisms of Hume's view of practical reason.
Jackson's notion of "reasoned choice" is either something like
Hume's notion of choice guided by empirical judgments or it is some~
thing which involves certain difficulties. Argument against
Jackson's claim that reasonable choice is analogous to reasonable
inference. There is no parallel between "validity of choice" and
"validity of inference". Smart's non-derivative sense of "reason-
able actions" (actions done in accordance with moral rules) invites
the problem of reasonableness of those rules. Smart's analogy
between reasongble deductive and inductive inferences on the one
hand and reasonable actions on the other is misleading. Edgley's
attribution to Hume of the view that there cannot be a reason for
doing anything is misleading. Edgley fails to show "Hume's
mistake"; his view of practical reason is laden with difficulties.
Summary .

IV, SUPPOSED CONFLICT BETWEEN REASON AND PASSION

A reformulation of Hume's argument to prove that reason cannot

oppose passion, by freeing his argument from his faculty talk. Hume's
muddled psychological account for the common belief in the "combat

of reason and passion" does not affect his argument here. Different
interpretations of Hume's statement "Reason is and ought only to be
the slave of passions": (1) N.K. Smith's interpretation that here
Hume is advocating how we ought to act is not supported by evi-
dence; on the contrary, there are good reasons against this inter-



pretation. (2) Glathe's, Ardal's and Broiles' view that "ought

to be'" refers to a linguistic recommendation about how the word
"reason" is to be used imputes to Hume an odd syntax, and, further,
an inconsistency without any justification, (3) Another possible
interpretation suggested by M.C. Bradley; it is free from the
difficulties of the second interpretation, but it is not supported
by evidence. (4) My interpretation: "ought to be" refers to nothing,
it is merely an expression of Hume's youthful exuberance in challeng-
ing the rationalists who said "Passions ought to be the slave of
reason"., Justification for my interpretation.

V. THE MANNER IN WHICH JUDGMENTS AND BELIEFS
INFLUENCE AGENTS

Hume's view that a belief may excite or serve a desire. Some
passages in the Treatise seem to suggest that the influence of
beliefs and judgments is automatic. This view needs to be quali-
fied; the necessary gualifications can be found in Hume'sWritingse.
The crucial phrase "being convinced of" analyzed., Different senses
of "strongest desire" and "stronger desire". When Hume talks about
the automatic influence of beliefs, he does not refer to situations
of conflict. My reading of his view: (1) In a situation where
there is no conflict of desire, the belief of whose truth or false-
hood the agent is "convinced"(in the given sense of the word) will
automatically influence him., (2) In a situation of conflict, the
agent's "strongest desire" (in the given sense of the phrase)
causes him to disregard his belief if it is relevant to a "weaker
desire" (in the given sense of the phrase). "Strongest desire" for
an end (as opposed to a means) is not Jjustified by a reason, al-
though it may be aided by a reason or belief in order to result in
an action. "Strongest desire" for a means may be Justified by a
reason., An examination of Falk's criticisms of Hume. Falk's cri-
ticisms are based on a misunderstanding. Falk's conditions of
"right minding" and "relevance" of reasons are already there in
Hume's notion of "being convinced of"., Certain other difficulties
in Falk's criticisms.

VI, THE DOCTRINE OF CALE: PASSIONS

The salient features of Hume's doctrine of calm passions. His
distinction between calm and violent passions iz muddled and con-
fused. They are two different kinds of things whereas Hume has



taken them as two things of the same kind. Ryle's "inclination"
and "agitation". Absurd consequences follow from Hume's distinct-
jon. Hume's use of the doctrine of calm passions as a psycho-
logical account for the rationalists' belief in the "combat of
reason and passion". Both the rationalists and Hume have talked
nonsense: Hume's other use of the doctrine: rules of morality and
the impartiality of our point of view are based on "a general calm
determination of the passions, founded on some distant view or
reflection"., This is a valuable and sensible suggestion. Hume's
superiority over his rationalist opponents. Baier's notion of
"good reasons" which determine ends is already there in Hume's
notion of "general calm determination of the passions", although
Hume's notion is confused. Hume would have to say and could con=
sistently say against Baier's evases that what the agent intro-
gpectively considers to be the more intense desire is the weaker
one in respect of motivating influence. The dispute between Hume
and his critics is, in some cases, merely verbal, Hume has not
preached any irrationalism. To understand the value of his philo=
gophy it is better to ignore his controversy with the rationalists
and take his points independently.



HUME'S FACULTY TALK ABOUT REASON

The problems with which I am concerned relate to Hume's
notion of reason. Hence at the outset il ig necessary to con-
sider his usc of the word "reason" and note if this involves
any difficulty. Hume has used the word "reason" in many differ-
ent senses. Some of them are: (1) cause1, (2) ground or

3

justifieationz, (3) discovery of truth and falsehood”,

1...the chief reason, why men attach thcmselves so much to their
possession is, that they consider them as their property, and
as secur'd to them inviolably by the laws of society. (T.482-3).

Al references to Hume's A Treatise of Human Nature are to
Selby-Bigge's edition, 1967. I vefor directly to the pages of
this edition, by giving the number of the page, after thce letter
T. All references to Hume's Enquiries Concerning the Human
Understanding And Concerning The Principles of Morals arc to
Selby-Bigge's edition, 1966. I rofer directly to the pages of
this edition,by giving the number of the prage, after the letter E.

- eWe can give no reason for our most gencral and most refined
principles, besidc our experience of their reality...(T.xxii).

eee Can any one give the ultimate reason, vwhy past expericnce
and observation produces such an effect, any more than why
nature alone shou'd produce it? (T. 179). That even after the
observation of the frequent or constant conjunction of objects,
We have no reason to draw any inference concerning any object
beyond those of which we have had expericrces.s (T. 139). After
the most accurate and exact of my reasonings, I can give no
reason why I shou'd assent to it...(T. 265).

3Reason is the discovery of truth and falsehood, (T. 458).
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(4) an unintelligible instinct. However, Hume's treatment
of the problem of reasonableness of actions and moral choice is
often expressed in a language in which "reason" is taken not in
any of these senses but in the sense of a faculty. It is true
that in his arguments he sometimes takes "reason™ in sense (2).
But quite often he is prone to use "reason" as a faculty word,
In Book 1 of the Treatise, Hume tries to cstablish that our
. ; . X 2
induective inferences are not the products of reason. Here the
notion of reason is that of a faculty which is restricted to
making demonstrative rcasonings. In Book IT of the Treatise,
the notion of the faculty of reason is expanded so as to include
in it the acts of performing inductive inferences as well.” And

then it is shown thalt our actions are not caused by reason alcnes

esoreason is nothing but a wonderful and unintelligible instinct
in our souls, which carries us along a certain train of ideas,
and endows them with particular qualitices, according to their
particular situations and relations. (T. 179).

aReason can never shew us the connexion of one object with another,
tho! aided by expericnce, and the observation of their constant
conjunction in all past instances. When the mind, therefore,
passes from the idea or impression of onc¢ object to the idea or
belief of another, it is not determin'd by reason. (T.92).
Reason can never satisfy us that the existence of any one ob-
Ject does ever imply that of another; so that when we pass
from the impression of one to the idea or bclief of another, we
are not determin'd by reason. (T. 97).
5The understanding [reason] exerts itself after two different
ways, as it Jjudges from demonstration or probability; as it re-
gards the abstract relations of our ideas, or those relations of
objects, of which experience only gives us information.(T.413).



In Book ITI of the Treatise, the same notion of reason prevails1,
and there it is maintaincd that reason is not responsible for

our moral Jjudgments. As I shall be concerned with his discussion
of the place of reason in action and moral choice and as, quite
often, he deals with his problems here by treating reason as a
faculty, it is nccessary to examine faculty talk, especially

such talk involving the word "reason". I shall try to show that
Hume's language here is misleading and that his problems, as

he has actually dealt with them, can casily be discussed without
using any faculty talk. Nevertheless, the difficulties involved

in Hume's use of such misleading language must be noted,

The first difficulty about taking "reason" in the sensc of
a faculty is that we are immediately moved beyond the empirical
realm and involved with questions which cannot possibly be ans-
wered., Questions like "Do we taste food with our tongue?", '"Do
we see that tree with our eyes?" are very different from quests=.
ions like "Does reason move us to action?" and "Does reason
make inductive inferences ?". There may not be anything in-
trinsically wrong with raising non-empirical questions, but it

is certainly inconsistent with the empirical trend of Hume's

«»sthe operations of the understanding [reason] divide them-
selves into two kinds, the couparing of ideas, and the in-
ferring of matter of factes." (T. 463).



philosophy. For onc who reduces every word to its correspond-
. N I :

ence with an idea and eventually to an impression it is very

odd to make use of a faculty language which, by his own theory

of meaning, is nonscnsical.

It may be thought that the faculty of reason just is the
power to do certain things. But then there is a familiar argu-
ment of Hume himsclf which may be used against such a view:

All ideas are deriv'd from, and represcnt
impressions. We ncver have any impression, that
contalns any power or cfficacy. We ncver therc-

fore have any idea of power. (T. 161).

So, at least Huwe cannot consider reason as a powers

There is another but related reason why he cannot trcat
reason as a power ox a faculty. To takc reason as a power or
a faculty is to treat it as a cause of certain effects, namcly,
those such as the drawing of conclusions, which are said to be

the activities of reason. Now, according to Hume's theory of

causal inference, we cannot make such an inference unless both

Note for instance the following statement of Hume: "When we
entertain...any suspicion that a philosophical term is em-
ployed without any meaning or idea (as is but too frequent),

we need but enquire, from what inpression is that supposed idea
derived? And if it be impossible to assign any, this will ser-
ve to confirm our suspicion." (BE. 22).
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the cause and the effect are experienced. We do not experience
or perccive the faculty or power "reason" but only the activit-
ies which are claimed to be its effects. What right do we have
to take reason (faculty or power) as their cause? In the
absence of experience of the cause of an event anything might
be considered as its cause. This is a special difficulty which

besets Hume's notion of reason as a faculty.

Unless we know what reason is as we know what eyes are,
it is impossible to decide what reason can do. That is why we
find a notorious disagreement among faculty theorists themsclves
as to what reason can do. It is an arbitrary matter to ascribe
any special activity to reason when we do not know what it is.

We do not have any objective criteria to identify the activities

of recason.

Following Ry'le1 we may trace a logical difficulty in
faculty talk about recason. Whcn one supposes that behind every
visible act of inferring, deducing, etc. there goes on an
anterior act in the faculty of reason, that is, when one takes
this faculty as the cousec., of the visible acts of judging,

one is caught in a vicious circle. We characterize the

1G. Ryle, "Knowing How and Knowing That", Proccedings of the

Aristotelian Society, 1945-6. See also his Concept of Mind,
Chapters 2 ana 9.
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exterior act, if it is valid or correct, as an intelligent

or rational act. But what about the anterior act of reason?
That act itsclf has to be intelligent or unintelligent, rational
or irrational. As Ryle says, "That thinking operations can
themselves be stupidly or intelligently performed is a notorious
truth...".1 When the rationality of any given performance is
credited to the rational execution of some anterior performance
then it would in its turn require exactly the same treatment.
This means that it is impossible that the "act of reason" could

ever be begun.

Another difficulty with faculty talk in general is that
once we start postulating faculties or unwitnessable causes
for outward behaviour, therec is no end to this. Remembering a
poem is different from remembering a facce Then, why should
onec be content with the faculty of memory? Why shouldn't one
postulate one faculty for remembering poems and another for re=-
membering a face, and so on? Similarly, corresponding to addit-
ion, subtraction, multiplication and division, why shouldn't
there be a faculty for each? Why be content with one faculty,

reason?

1Ry'le, "Knowing How and Knowing That", p. 2.
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In fact, if our purpose is the explanation of conduct and
such faculties are postulated as causes, then this purpose is
not served at all. If a student asks his teacher how we re-
member and is told "By the faculty of memory", he is not made
a bit wiser. It would be like satisfying a child's curiosity by
telling him that fish swim by the faculty of swimminge To
appeal to an occult faculty is not to explain anything at all,

but only to attempt to hide our ignorances

T have said that Hume's faculty psychology is inconsistent
with his theory of causation. It can further be remarked that
it is incongistent also with his analysis of the self. It is
surprising to find a philosopher who denies the existence of a
soul-substance on the ground of our lack of any experience of such
a substance and who reduces the self to a bundle of ilmpressions
and ideas, talking in terms of a faculty. I think that Hume's
associationism (i.c., his explanation of behaviour in terms of
the theory of impressions and ideas and the laws of association)
may be taken as a revolt against faculty psychologye (Although
Hume nowhere explicitly says that his associatlionism is a revolt
against faculty psychology, yet this is clcar from the general

tenor of his philosophy.)
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Indecd, Hume at times comes very close to realizing that
talk about faculties is a nonsense, that facultiecs are the
fictions of the philosophers' imagination. While pointing out
the "fictions of the ancient philosophy, concerning substances,

and substantial forms, and accidents, and occult gualities",

Hume comes to see that the word "faculty", too, does not refer
to any real entity. He says that "amid  all their disappoint-
ments and afflictions" the philosophers find a consolation "in

their invention of the words faculty and occult quality'".

(T. 224). "eesafter the frequent use of tlse terms, which are

wholly insipmificant and unintelligible [my underlining] , we

fancy them to be on the same footing with" those terms which
are significant and intelligible. "By this means these philo-
sophers set themselves at ease, and arrive at last, by an
illusion [my underlining], at the same indifference, which the
people attain by their stupidity... They need only say, that any
phenomenon, which puzzles them, arises from a faculty or an
occult quality..." (T. 224). So it is pretty obvious that Hume
is not happy with the ancient philosophers' notion of "faculty".
But, strangecly, and in a marked inconsistency with his own em=
pirical philosophy, Hume himself comes to talk about the faculty

of reasons.
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The difficulties involved in Hume's faculty talk about
reason might give the impression that because of these perhaps
his philosophy falls to pieces or that therc is nothing im-
portant in his philosophy of action and moralse. This would be
a mistake. The problems which he has discussed can be treated
without any faculty talk. Thesc problems concern the roles of
reasonings and beliefs in actions, the part which desire plays
in action, the roles of feeling and reasoning 1in our making
moral distinctions and in our accepting such distinctions, the
nature of moral judgments, the gap between facts and values,
etc. Certainly, no one would deny the importance of thesc philo-
sophical problems., I shall try to present Humé's arguments
without his faculty talk so as to bring out what is important
in thems. For this I will have to replace his faculty termino-
logy by speaking instead of what he considers (in his discussion
of actions and morals) to be reason's concern, namely, Jjudgments,
reasonings and beliefs. This, I hope, would make his points
free from obscurity while keeping them close to his intentionse
This will enable us to assess the cogency of many of his argu-
ments. It is indeed unfortunate that Hume expresses himself
through faculty terminology. In this respect he could not rise

above his time. He did not learn all his own lessonse.
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IT

THE PLACE OF DEMONSTRATIVE REASONING IN CONDUCT

In this and in the following four chapters I shall con-
sider Hume's discussion of the respeective roles of reasoning
("reason") and desire or passion in conduct. Here I have three
tasks: first, to interpret Hume's arguuents, secondly, to
examine them, and finally, to examine some criticisms of these

argumnentse

Before T proceed to do this, I find it necessary to dis-
cuss briefly Hume's famous distinction between "demonstrative
reasonings" and "reasonings concerning matters of fact." This
distinction has come to be known as "Hume's Fork."1 Hume tries
to show the respective roles of both these kinds of reasoning
in moral actions and in conduct generally. Thercfore, for a
clear understanding of his arguments about the place of reason

in actions and morals this distinction must be carefully noted.

1A. Flew, Hume's Philosophy of Belief, pe 53
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Hume mokes the distinction in the Trceotise as well as in
the Enquirye. In the Treatise, he divides philosophical re-
lations1 into two kinds: "such as depend entirely on the ideas,
which we compare together, and such as may be chang'd without
any change in the ideas.™ (T. 69). The former group consists
of rescmblance, contrariety, degrees in guality, and proportion
in quantity and number. Thesc relations are "the objects of
knowledge and certeinty.” (T. 70). However, it is only the
relation of proportion in quantity or number of which we can
have demonstrative knowledge while the rest fall "more properly
under the province of intuition than demonstraticva™ since we can
discover them "at first sight.” (T. 70). The latter group of

relations consists of identity, relations of time and place,

1Hume makes a distinction between what he calls "notural re-
lation" and "philosoplical rclation",., The former consists in
an associative connection between ideas; it is something "by
which two ideas are connected together in the imagination, and
the one naturally introduces the other™. A philosophical re-
lation is something in which we compare ideas. The distinction,
as Passmore rightly observes, is identical with James's dist-
inction between "connexions between thoughts" and "connexions
thought of", except that Hume would rot use the word "connexion'
as a synonyn for relation. (J.A. Passmore, Hume's Intentions,
Pe 114,) In accordance with this distinction Hume considers
resemblance, contiguity in time or space ana causality (Whioh
arc the qualities responsible for association of ideas) to be
natural relations. These relations are philosophical relations
as well, but there are four other philosovhical relations,
namely, identity, contrariety, degreecs in quality, proportions
in quantity and number. (T. 13-14).
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and causation. These are the foundations of the empirical
sciences., It may be mentioned here that Hume's intercst lies
mainly in them. The major part of Part IIT, Book I, entitled
"0f Knowledge and Probability", in thc Treatise, is devoted to
these three relations while only a brief discussion is made of

the four relations which give us knowledge and certainty.

Whilc stating the distinction in the Enquiry, Huwue has
omitted the cumbersome discussion of the two sorts of philo-
sophical relations. Here he speaks merely of the distinction
between "relations of ideas" and "matters of fact™. Thus he has

made the distinction clear in the Enquiry:

411 the objeccts of human reason or cnquiry nay
naturally be divided into twe kinds, to wit,
Relations of Ideas and Matters of Fact. Of the
first kind are thc sciences “of Geometrj, Al gebra,
and Arithmetic; and, in short, every affirmation
which is either intuitively or demonstratively cer-
tain...Propositions of this kin:!' arc discoverable by
the mere operation of thought, without dependence on
what is anywhere existent in the universe.

Matters of facte...are not ascertained in the same
manner...The contrary of every matter of fact is
still possible; because it can never imply a
contradiction, and is conceived by the mind with
the seme facility and distinction, as if ever so
conformable to reality. That the sun will not
rise to-morrow is no less intelligible a pro-
position, and implies no more contradiction than
the affirmation, that it will rise¢. We should in
vain, thereforec, attempt to demonstrate its falsehood.
Were it demonstratively false, it would imply a
contradiction, and could never be distinctly con=
ceived by the mind. (E. 25-26).
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From the sbove it is clear that the ¢onclusion of a demon-—
strative reasoning or reasoning gbout relations of ideas can
be known a priori, i.e., "by the mere operation of thought".
It cannot be denied without self-contradiction. Its certainty
is maintained by logical necessity. Such certainty can be
obtained only in the ficld of mathematics. On the other hand,
~ We can never be certain about the conclusions of our reasonings
concerning matters of fact. The opposite of every matter of
fact is conceivablc, and hence possibles We can deny any pro-
position about matters of faet without involving self-contra-
dictione Logical neccssity does not operate here. We know

matters of fact a posteriorie.

By "reasonings concerning matters of fact" Hume actually
means what we call "inductive recasconings" which consist in
passing from known cases to the unknown. It regards, as he
says, "thosc relations of objects of which cxperience only
gives us information." A clear statement of this is to be

found in the Enquirys

A1 reasonings concerning matter of fact scem to be
founded on the relation of Cause and Effcct. By

means of that relation alone we can go beyond the evi-
dence of our memory and the senseseseA man finding a
watch or any other machine in a desert island, would
conclude that therc had once been men in that island.
A1 reasonings concerning fact are of the same nature.

(Ee 26) .




19

Tt may be notcd that Hume maintains here that "All [my under-
lining] reasonings concerning fact" are of the kind in which

we pass from observed cases to a point "beyond the gvidence of
our memory and senses." This mekes it clear that when Hume
refers to "reasonings concerning matters of fact™ he means
inductive inferences. Hume calls this kind of reasoning

also by many other names, such as, "rcasonings about causcs

and effects", "reasonings concerning matters of fact and exist-
ence", "factual reasonings", "causal rceasonings',

"probable reasonings", "empirical reasonings", etc. Hence-=
forward, when .I use these other epithets, I shall mean,

following Hume, inductive reasonings.

It may be remarked that according to Hume for reasoning to
be factual it is not enough that its terms should be empirical
ones, Having empirical terms alone docs not make a picce of
reasoning one concerning matters of fact. It is a necessary
but not a sufficient condition of reasoning concerning matters
of fact. Hume never considers the following type of syllogistic
reasoning as factual reasoning: "All men are mortal, Socrates
is a man, Thercfore Socrates is mortal." And it is curious to
note that he does not recognize such infercnces as reasonings

concerning relations of ideas (demonstrative reasonings) either.
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He writess

It seems to me, that the only objects of the abstract
science or of denmonstration are quantity anc number

[ my underlining|, and that all attempts to extend
this more perfect specics of knowledge beyond these
bounds are mere sophistry and illusion...that where
there is no property, there can be no injustice,s.is,
indeed, nothing but a more imperfect definition. It
18 the same case with all those pretended syllogistic
reasonings [ny underlining] , which ney be found in
every other branch of learning, except thc sclences

of quantity and number; and these may safely, I think,
be pronounced the only proper objects of knowledge and
demonstration. (E. 163?.

Here Hume restricts logical demonstration to the sciences
of quantity and number. It may be well to observe a few things
here. A distinction may be made between demonstrative reasonings
and deductive resonings on the basis of the epistemologilcal
character of their premisses. Apart from being formally valid,
demonstrative reasonings have all their premisses as necessarily
true. Their premisscs can be known o _priori. A deductive rea-
soning need not have such premisses; all that it requires is
formal validity, that is, following the rules of inference, etc.
in reaching the conclusion from the premisses. Demonstrative
reasonings share formal validity with other deductive reasonings,
but they havc something more: their premisses are true a priori.
Now, if this distinction is granted, then Humv nay be right in

his view that demonstration is possible only when the premisses
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of an argument are necessarily true, that "demonstration, if
just, admits of no opposite difficulty" (T. 31); but he s eems
to be mistaken in his contention that such a demonstration is
possible only in the seciences of quantity and number, Not

only in the quotation in the above paragraph, but also while
making the distinction between reasonings concerning relations
of ideas and reasonings concerning matters of fact in the
Enquiry he explicitly states that demonstrative certainty can
be obtained only in "the sciences of Geometry, Algebra, and
Arithmetic." (B. 24). In the Treatise, Hume docs not consider
geometry as a demonstrative science, but he says, as I have al-
ready pointed out, that demonstrative knowledge proper (as
opposed to intuition) is possible only about "the relation of

proportion in quantity and number". (T. 70).

However, it may be seen that by virtue of the meaning of
its terms such a proposition as "Blind people cannot see" also
is necessarily true. And it is possible to construot a demon-

strative argument by using such premisses. For example:

Deaf people cannot hear

Crippled people cannot run

Therefore,deaf people cannot hear and
crippled people cannot run.

Hume has not considered this kind of demonstrative reasoning.
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Furthermore, if we accept the above distinction between
demonstrative and deductive reasonings, then Hume has not
considered deductive reasonings either. His distinction

seems to be exclusively between demonstrative reasonings of

the mathematical kind and inductive inferences. This is why,

We may now see, the syllogistic reasonings of the kind mentioned

on page 19 has no proper place in Hume's philoscphy.

Let us now turn to Hume's discussion of thec respective
roles of reasonings (and knowledge or beliefs) and passions in
conduct. It must first be noted that Hume has used the word
"reason" (and its synonym "understanding™) in the present context
and also in his discussion of morals in a broader sense than his
use of it in his enquiry into the nature and justification of
induction. He takes up his discussion of reason and conduct after
his sceptical treatment of the problem of induction. In his
treatment of induction, the model of reason is thot of a faculty
responsible for making demonstrative reasonings only while he
shows that inductive reasonings fall short of demonstrative
certainty. Now, in his discussion of the place of reason in
conduct and morals, "reason" or "understanding" includes both
demonstrative reasonings and inductive reasonings. (T. 113,463) .

This often surprises Hume's readers and subjccts him to un~



23

favourable criticisms. But let us note that the change in the
meaning of "reason" in thc present context does not affect
Hume's arguments. His arguments are designed to show that
neither demonstrative nor inductive reasoning (neither know-
ledge nor belief) alone can be a motive or cause of action, and
that a desire is the immediate cause of action; hence "reason"

alone cannot be a motive to action.

Hume's arguments about reason and conduct arc directed
primarily against the rationelists who maintained that we can

and ought to be guided by a faculty of reason,1 Hume puts the

1It may not be improper to give a brief historical note. Hume
says that "on this frationalist] method of thinking the great-
gst part of moral philosophy, ancient and modern, sccms to be
founded.” (T. 413). Among the ancient philosophers to whom
Hume is referring here are perhaps Socrates who said that virtue
was knowledge, Plato who thought of justice as a harmony of the
passions and desires under reason, and Aristotlce who, despite
his acknowledgement that understanding moves nothing, talked
about "practical understanding”, that is, directing the desire
to what reason pronounces asg good. Notable amongst the philo-
sophers of Hume's time who maintained similar views were Cudworth,
Clarke, and Wollaston. Clarke, for instance, sald: "For
originally and in reality tis as natural and (morally speaking)
necessary, that the will should be determined in every action by
the reason of the thing, and the right of the casce..", and that
it is "reason™ which apprehends the rightness of an action,
(Discourse Concerning the Unchanging Obligations of Natural
Religion, Selby-Bigge cdition, vole II, ppe 13-16).
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rationalists” vicw as follows:

Nothing is more usual in philosophy, and even in

common life, than to talk of the combat of passion

and reason, to give the preference to reason, and to
agssert that men are only so far virtuous as they conform
themselves to its dictates. Every rational creature, 'tis
said, is oblig'd to regulate his actlions by reasoneee

(Te 413).

This rationalist view implies that reason can cause or motivate
actions., Against this Hume presents his theses: "first, that
reason alone can never be a motive to any action of the will;
and secondly, that it can ncver oppose passion in thc direction
of the wille"™ (T. 413). Hume's arguments herce are very im-
portant, because, as we shall see in Chapter VII, the conclusion
which he derives here has been used in support of his further

thesis about the place of reason in moral judgments.

From what has been said above it may be seen that the
problem with which Hume is concerned here is whether reason
(more precisely, reasonings and beliefs) can cause action, and
not the problem of whether actions can be justified by reasons.
Hume thinks that if he can show that reason alonec cannot cause
actions then the rationalist thesis that reason can and ocught
to guide action would be disproved. Hume's selcction of the
place in the Treatise to discuss the issue is an appropriate
one, because in the previous two chapters he has been discussing

the problem of liberty and necessity. There he has established,
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or at least he thinks he has established, that all actions are
caused, and that from experience we can see that our actions
have a constant union with our motives, tempers and circum-
stancese It is only natural for him now to discuss the nature
of such motives. One thing which he tries to establish here

is that reason is not one such motive. It is very important to
remember that his arguments always refer to what he calls
"actions of the will" (T. 412) by which he means voluntary

actions which have an end in view,

I shall take Hume's arguments mainly from his Treatise
where in the section "Of the Influencing Motives of the Will"
he presents them elaborately. But it should be noted that his
view of the relation between reascen and conduct has been the
same in his Enquiry as well. Thus, he remarks in the Enquiry:
"Reason being cool and disengaged is no motive to action, and
directs only the appetite or inclination by showing us the means

of attaining happiness or avoiding misery." (E. 294),

Firgst Hume presents his argument that demonstrative reason-
ing alone cannot cause actions. The argument is contained in

a brief paragraph:

I believe it scarce will be asserted, that the

first species of reasoning [demonstrative reasoning]
alone is ever the cause of any action. As its proper
province is the world of ideas, and as the will always
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places us in that of realitics, demonstration and
volition seem, upon that account, to be totally
remov'd, from each other. Mathematics, indeced are
useful in all mechanical operations, and arithmetic

in almost every art and profession: But 'tis not of
themselves they have any influence. Mechanics are

the art of, rcgulating the motions of bodies 1o some
desigm'd end or purpose; and the reason why we employ
arithmetic in fixing the proportions of numbers, is
only that we may discover the proportions of their
influence and operation. A merchant is desirous of
knowing the sum total of his accounts with any person:
Why? but that he may learn what sum will have the sane
effects in paying his debt, and going to market, as

all the particular articles taken together. Abstract
or demonstrative reasoning, thereforc, never influcnces
any of our actions, but only as it directs our judgment
concerning causes and effects; which leads us to the
second operation of the understanding. (T. 413-=414).

Here Hume first reiterates his claim that demonstrative reasonings
arc exclusively concerned with abstract relations of ideas, and
hence that, of themselves they cannot influence conduct, be-
cause conduct is concerned with empirically obscrvable entities.
As I said earlier, by "demonstrative reasoning" Hume means that
concerning "relation of proportion in quantity or number", that
is, mathematical calculations. Herc, too, the notion of demon-
strative reasoning remains the same. The example which Hume
chooses here supports this. In view of this, Kydd's view1 that
"Hume is here referring to all ordinary a priori judgements",
such as, "Deaf men cannot overhear what is said," "Fiecrce dogs

are apt to bite", secms very doubtful.

1R. Kydd, Reason and Conduct in Humc's Treatise, p. 62.
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The second phase of Hume's argument consists in showing
the role which demonstrative reasoning plays in conduct. His
view is that there is a place for such reasonings in conduct,
but that it lies in assisting the second type of reasoning in
whatever role the latter plays in conduct. In mechanics demon-
strative reasoning can be applied to talk about the empirical
world. Moreover, a merchant may use his knowledge of mathe-
matics for balancing his accounts. But in such cases, Hume
argues, demonstrative reasoning is applied only for the purpose
of guiding our Jjudgments of cause and effect or our inductive
inferences. In the case of a merchant calculating the amount
of his debt for example, it is his judgment of cause and effect
which is being directed by such calculations. Let me explain
exactly how it happens. In this I shall have to anticipate much
of what Hume says about the place of inductive reasoning in
conduct. The merchant wants to pay his debt, let us say, for
the end of maintaining good business. Here the merchant has
a desire (the desire to maintain good business) and he reasons
about cause and effect (paying debts causes good business).
But he does not know the amount of his debt, and without knowing
this his reasoning of cause and effect is not useful. It is
Jjust here that demonstrative reasoning plays its role. It is
obvious that the role is indirect. It consists in its assisting

the other kind of reasoning., It is also clear that such rea-
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sonings do not by themselves cause action. Let us change the
example a bit. Suppose that an expert accountant shows that the
merchant's calculation, say an amount of $5500, is wrong, the
correct amount being $5005, He now pays the latter amount in
place of the former. A different action now takes place. So,
as the demonstrative reasoning "varies" the merchant's action
"takes a subsequent variation", (Hume has not actually said
this in connection with demonstrative reasoning but only in
connection with the other type of reasoning. But to clarify
his position it is perhaps as well to point out all this.)

Now, it may even be said that demonstrative reasoning in the
aid of causal reasoning may alter the agent's desire, For
instance, if calculation shows our merchant that his debt is a
huge amount which he cannot possibly pay, then he may desire to
flee from his country. This might seem to conflict with Hume's
further view that reason is inert and hence cannot arouse a
passion. However, this need not worry Hume. He may point
out that even in such a case the desire is caused by an idea

of a state of affairs which may be brought before the mind by
causal reasoning aided by mathematical calculations. I shall
return to a similar point later. (See below pp. 39 = 41.)

In any case, here Hume may certainly defend himself by pointing
out that the direct cause of the action in such a case is a

desire, namely, the desire to flee from the country. The main
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point is that the ultimate cause of the agent's action is always
his desire, and the role of reasoning consists in its being

used by its possessor to gain some independently determined end.

I think that there is nothing wrong with Hume's account of
the role of demonstrative reasoning in conduct, as I have elu-
cidated it above. If the nature of these reasonings is such
that‘they consist only in making mathematical calculations, then
by themselves they cannot cause actions. But it must be noted
that Hume does not deny such reasonings any role in conduct.

They have a place in conduct, but only in so far as they assist
empirical reasonings about cause and effect. The place of reason
in conduct is therefore to be understood in the light of what-
ever we may discover about the relation of the second kind of
reasoning to conduct., This is why Hume's discussion of the role
of demonstrative reasoning in conduct is so brief and the main
burden of the enquiry centres around empirical reasoning and con-
duct. In the following four chapters I shall consider Hume's
discussion of empirical reasoning and conduct. It will be
necessary to give a proper interpretation of some of Hume's
statements which he makes in this connection, I shall also try

to defend Hume's main arguments against certain criticisms.
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IIT -

THE PLACE OF REASONING CONCERNING MATTERS

OF FACT 1IN CONDUCT

At the outset it may be well to observe the main points
which Hume tries to establish in his enquiry into the role of
reasoning concerning matters of fact in conduct. These are as
follows: (1) Empirical reasonings and beliefs by themselves
do not cause actions. (2) A desire is the ultimate cause of
an action. (3) But reasonings and beliefs can guide desires
in two ways. (4) The terms "reasonable" and "unreasonable"
are not properly applicable to conduct; their use is non-
evaluative., They arc to be used for only those things which
can be true or false. (5) There cannot be any conflict between
our reasonings and beliefs on the one hand, and our desires on
the other, in the causation of actions. (6) Finally he points
out a misuse of the term "reason", that is, when we mistake our
being motivated by certain desires or "calm passions" as our
being motivated by reasoning or reflection. These and a few
other things which Hume has casually mentioned will constitute

the subject-matter of the rest of this part of my thesis.

Hume's argument for the conclusions that empirical reasoning

by itself does not cause actions and that a desire is the direct
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cause of action, is contained in the following passage:

'"Tis obvious that when we have the prospect of pain or
pleasure from any object, we feel a consequent emotion
of aversion or propensity, and arc carry'd to avoid or
embrace what will give us this uneasiness or satisfaction.
'"Tis also obvious, that this emotion rests not here, but
making us cast our view on every side, comprehends what-
ever objects arc connected with its original onc by the
relation of cause and effect. Here then the reasoning
takes place to discover this relation, and according as
our reasoning varies, our actions recceilve a subsequent
variation. But 'tis evident in this case, that the im-
pulse arises not from reason, but is only directed by it.
'Tis from the prospect of pain or pleasure that the
aversion or propensity arises towards any object: And these
emotions extend themselves to the causes and effects of
that object, as they are pointed out to us by reason and
experience, It can never in the least concern us to know,
that such objects are causes, and such others effects, if
both the causes and effects be indifferent to use. TVhere
the objects themselves do not affect us, their connexion
can never give them any influence; and 'tis plain, that
as reason is nothing but the discovery of this connexion,
it cannot by its means that the objects are able to
affect use (To 4A4).

Hume's account of how actions take place, as given here, is as
follows. A prospect of pleasure or pain from some object gives
rise to a desire or aversion in the agent. The agent then uses

his reasoning concerning cause and effect to gain or avert the

objects His action follows,

It must first be said that Hume has unnecessarily given
a hedonistic touch to his account of action as following from
a desire or passion. Hume is not a psychological hedonist.

I shall tiry to prove this elsewhere. (See pp.180_184.below.)
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Here let us note that Hume's main point in this argument is that
unless there is a desire for or aversion from some object, the
agent's expectation of pleasure or pain or any other thing,
however rational it may be, will not lead him to action. Since
a desire must always be there to cause action, reasoning by it-

self cannot cause action.

It is difficult to say whether Hume thought that in this
argument he was making a logical or an empirical point. One may
guess from his use of the word "prove" in "...I shall endeavour
to prove first, that reason alone can never be a motive to any
action of the will..."1 that he perhaps thought that he was
making a logical point. And a casual glance at the last two
sentencesof the above quoted passage may give the impression that
he was giving a deductive argument here. The agent will not be
interested in knowing that A causes B unless he has a desire
for B« Or, even if he knows that A causes B he will not do A

unless he desires Be Let us consider the argument more closely.

(1) The agent believes that doing A is a means to
bringing about B.

(2) The agent desires B.

(3 The agent desires to do A.

(4) The agent does A.

Hume's poigt is that (1) can be true and (2), (3) and (4) may all

See also Treatise 457: "eeereason alone, as we have already
prov'd, can never fproduce or prevent actions].'(My underlining)
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be false., But (4) cannot be true when (3) is false unless the
action is involuntary (say, inadvertent).q It cannot be the

case that the agent does A but does not desire to do A.

It seems that, strictly speaking, Hume has not proved his
point but only has assumed it throughout his discussion. "Empiri-
col reasoning alone cannot cause action, because without a desire
preceding the action, the action cannot occur' - here if the
point to be established is that without a desire preceding an
action, the action cannot occur, then it has only been taken

for granted.

Hume's theory of causal inference and his notion of
"desire" create certain difficulties in his view that a desire
is the cause of an action. Let us note these difficulties and
try to see if these can be avoided. According to Hume, to make
a causal inference from one event to another event, a constant
conjunction between them must be repeatedly experienced. But
we camnot experience other people's desires. How can we then
say that other people's actions are caused by desires? And can
we experience our own desires? These kinds of consideration,

particularly the second one, lead to a difficulty pointed out by

1As I pointed out earlier, Hume's arguments relate only to
voluntary actions which have an end in view or what he calls
"getions of the willl."
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Ryle. Ryle maintains that explanations in terms of desires are
explanations by motives.1 Motives, according to him, are not
occurrences but tendencies or dispositions.2 Desires (motives)
cannot be felt like twinges or aches, so that, for example, one
cannot tell whether one feels them "in the small of his back

or in his forehcad." But all causes are occurrences. Thercfore,
desires (motives) are not causes. Just as "when we say that the
glass broke because itwas brittle, the 'because' clause does

not report any happening or a cause; it states a law-like pro-
position"B, so also "the imputation of a motive [desire] for a
particular action is not a causal inference to an unwitnessed
event but the subsumption of an episode proposition under a law-

b

like propositions

It is true that one may be easily misled by Hume's talk <
about desires or aversions or propensities as some kind of
feelings which we may feel as we feel pangs or aches: "we feel
[an] emotion of aversion or propensity" (T. 414). Talking about
desires in this manner may easily give the impression that they
are episodes, l.e. which occur at a time. Consequently, it

might be objected to Hume that they are not such episodes. It is

1G. Ryle, The Concept of Mind, p. 88.

°Tbid. p. 85.

3Ibid. p. 89,

“Tbid. p. 90.
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also true that if we take "cause" only in the sense of "event"
and if desires are thought to be tendencies, then Ryle's criticism

cannot be avoided,

However, it seems to me that there is nothing essentially
wrong with Hume's view that a desire is the immediate cause of
an action, though his notions of "cause" and "desire" need to
be altered, which can be legitimately done. To take Ryle's
example of the brittleness of the glass, it will be granted that
there must be some molecular structure which accounts for brittle-
ness, oSimilarly, it is quite sensible to say that there must be
some state of the agent which accounts for a mental disposition.
We may identify this state with a desire.1 This is indeed not
quite the way in which Hume (wrongly) thinks of a desire. Now,
such a state may be said to be a cause of an action in the same
way as the molecular structure may be maid to be the cause of
glass shattering. Here we are no doubt using a different sense
of "cause" from that in which an event (for example,a stimulus to

a person or a stone hitting the glass) is a cause. But this is

1Hume shows a proneness to this notion of desire in his descript-
ion of calm desires or pessions, but unfortunately his examples
of such desires again take him away. His description of such
desires may however be noted: "there are certain calm desires
and tendencies, which tho' they be real passions, produce little
emotion in the mind, and are more known by their effects than
by the immediate fecling or sensation." (T. 417).
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|
still a perfectly natural sense of "cause™e

Indeed, so long as we restrict ourselves to Hume's account
of causal inference and his notion of desires as some kind of
mental cpisodes, it i1s impossible to establish logically that
a desire must be the cause of an action. This difficulty arises
because according to his account of causal inference, the relation
between a cause and an effect cannot be logically ascertained.
However, what Hume docs not notice is that the very kind of
action which he is trying to explain, namely, voluntary actions
or what he calls "actions of the will" or, in our modern termi-
nology, "motivated actions" have the concept of "being caused by
a desire or motive" built into them.  Furthermore, we can
legitimately accept a notion of "cause" like the one which I
have mentioned in the preceding paragraph. We can now see that
the statement that "a desire is the causc of an action" is a
necessary truth if "being caused by a desire" is built into the
notion of an action (so that behaviour not caused by a desire,
such as hiccup, would not count as an action). We may also note
that if "desires cause actions" is necessary, it is still highly

plausible that there must be some contingent truths of the form

1Suoh an account of desires as causes of actions may be found
in Armstrong. As he says, "When I have a desire to go out and
have a drink I am in a certain mental state.(as distinct from
a process or event), a state that is apt for initiating and
sustaining a certain line of conduct: the wholc process of going
out and getting a drink." (D.M. Armstrong, A Materialist Theory
of the Mind, p. 152.)
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"states of a person of a certain sort A cause pleces of behaviour
of a certain sort B." (Just as it is a nccessary truth that my
mother conceived me, but not a necessary truth that a woman born

in Netrakona conceived a man born in Mymensing.)

Hume says that "where the objects themselves do not affect
us, their connexion can never give them any influence", i.e,, if
I do not dcsire B then I will not be interested in knowing that
A causes B. It might be objected that sometimes we are concerned
with knowledge for its own sake (that is, knowledge as an end in
itself and not as a means to somc other end). But even such
a case cannot refute the premiss that reasoning alone cannot cause
an action. Clearly, in cases like this there is a desire for
knowledge.s When I do my lessons of symbolic logic or when a
scientist tries to isolate a gene just for the love of such a
pursuit, we surely have a state of mind apt to lead us to such
actionse And, we are still using knowledge or are pursuing
knowledge for something, i.e., for pleasurce Therc is an almost
similar case prescnted in the Enquiry on p. 293. The agent likes
to possess health or money for the stke of pleasure. We may note
here that such an account does not make Hume a psychological
hedonist, because he does not deny that an agent can act for the
sake of something other than pleasure. Someone who says that

sometimes agents can act for the sake of pleasurc or to avoid pain
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does not thereby become a psychological hedonist. To be a psycho-
logical hedonist one has to maintain that it is only pleasure and
pain which motivate agents, or, as it is often expressed,"pleasure

and pleasure alonc is desired as an end."

From what I have said above, I think, we may accept Hume's view
that reasoning alone cannot cause an action and a desire is necessary
as its cause, although we have to derive this view «f Hume's from
the non=Humean notions of "desire™ and "causc" which I have indicated,
and carefully consider the notion of "“voluntary action". Hcnce, in
my discussion of Hume's arguments on the "combat of reason and
passion" and his treatment of the place of reason in morals, where

he uses this premiss, I shall not question it,

It should be clear from my discussion that Hume has recognized
a role of reasoning (and belicef) in conduct, but that it consists
in influencing conduct indirectly. An empirical reasoning about
causes and effectsor a belief about means and ends (derived from an
empirical reasoning), in Hume's model of causation of actions, is

at least a part cause. It plays its role once the agent has the

desire to which it is rclevant. Reasonings and meliefs by themselves
do net motivate; by themselves they are "inert"; ﬁut they do de-

termine how the desire, which motivates, is to initiaté and sustain a
certain line of conduct. In his eagerness to refute the rationalists,

sometimes Hume expresses himself as if, aecording to him, reason is
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only "inert" and cannot be considered as a cause of actions., Also,
his faculty talk about reason is partly responsible for this. But
one should not be misguided by such misleading expressions of Humes.
It is ebvious from my discussion that reasonings and beliefs are
causes which go hand in hand with desires in causing actions. Un-
less desires are guided by reasons in some manner we do not have
actions proper, i.e., voluntary actions which have an end in view,.
And this is the kind of action which Hume all along tries to explain

by his explanatory model.

Now, many writers on Hume give the impression that he thinks
that the reasonings which play some role in conduct are all of the
means-cnd type. But this is not true, Hume has also included Jjudg-
ments about existence of objects in his account of the reasonings
which have a place in conduct. He says that a passion may be excited
by the information supplied by such reasonings about the existence
of objects, and a passion may be directed by the information supplied
by such reasonings about means and endse. (T. 416, 459). However,
this does not create any difficulty. As I have said, by "reasoning
concerning matters of fact and existence” Hume really means "induct=
ive reasoning", and such reasonings can inform us not only about

means to ends but also about the existence of objects,

There may seem to be one difficulty in Hume's description of

the influencc on conduct of judgments about the existence of objects.
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He has said that passions or desires may be "founded on", i.e.,
excited or caused by such judgments. It may be thought that this
conflicts with Hume's other view that reasoning alone cannot cause
desire and action. The problem does not arisc in the case of
reasoning about means and ends, since it is clear that what Hume
means in this case is that our desire for the end is extended to
include the desire for the means., So there was glready a desire which
is now extended to the means through a judgment of means—end type.
But in the casec of the influence on conduct of judgments about
existence of objects the very first desire seems to be prompted by
reasoning. However, a closec examination of what Hume means here
will remove the di:f‘ficulty.1 A passion, according to Hume, is vhat

he calls an "impression of reflcction”. He says:

[The impression of reflection] is derived in a great measure
from our ideas, and that in the following order., An im-
pression first strikes upon the senses, and makes us percelve
heat er cold, thirst or hunger, pleasure or pain of some kind
or other. Of this impression a copy is taken by the mind,
which remains after the impression ceases; and this we call
an idea. This idea of pleasurc or pain, when it returns upon
the soul, produccs the new impressions of desire and aversion,
hope and fear, which may properly be calicd impressions of
reflection, because derived from it., (T. 7-8).

ca s . .2 } . . .
So it is the idea of something™ which gives rise to a passion or
desire. Now we may consider Hume's point in this woy: a judgment

about the existence of an object may bring before the mind an idea er

Here T am indebted to Kydd's work. Kydd, ope cit., pp. 103=107.

2Hume has again unnecessarily leaned towards a hedonistic account
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copy of something which in its turn produces a new impression of

desire or aversion. Therefore, the direct cause of a desire or

gversion is not a judgment but an idea., We can then say that there
is no conflict between Hume's two views that reasoning alone cannot
cause desire and action and that a desire or passion may be "founded

on" judgments about the existence of objects.

It seems,therefore, that Hume has an explonation of the cau-
sation of desires for means, and it is consistent with his general
theory about the role of reasoning and desire in conduct. We may now
ask for his view of the origin of desires for ultimate ends as
against preliminary ends or means. How do these desires originate?
From my discussion (and also Enquiry, p. 293), it is obvious that
Hume does make the distinction between ends and means, or that between
ultimete ends and preliminary ends. The passage which I have quoted

(above pe 31 ) shows that "a prospect of pain or pleasure" causes
such desires. Also, on pe 438 of the Treatise, Hume says that the
passions arec "founded on pain and pleasure". But to obtain Hume's
complete account of the cause of such desires we must also note
other passages which are free from this leaning towards psychological
hedonism. Thus on pe 417 of the Treatisc he says that there are
certain calm desires which are of two kinds; some of them are "cer-

tain instincts originally implanted in our nature", and the other

of desire and action by saying that it is "the idea of pleasure or
pain" which "returns upon the soul" and produces desire. ©Sec below
pre. 180=184.,



42

is "the general appetite to good [pleasure], and aversion to evil
[pain], consider'd merely as such." He again recognizes that most

of these desires arise "from a natural impulse or instinct, which is
perfectly unaccountable". (T. 439). It cannot be denied that Hume's
talk about instincts here is laden with obscurity. However, I think
that this merely indicates that he is not willing to probe any further

into the question of the origination of desires for ultimate ends.

From what I have said above it is clear that Hume has assigned
reasonings, Jjudgments and beliefs a place in conducte. Reasonings
resulting in a judgment or a belief about means to an end or about

the existence of an object may influence our conduct indirecctly.

Judgments and belief's may thus accompany our desires and
actions. It is here that we are to understand Hume's distinction
between reasonable and unreasonable actions and passions., The
distincetion consists in the reasonableness or unreasonableness of the
Jjudgments and beliefs which accompany passions and actions and not
in the reasonableness or unreasonableness of the actions and passions

themselves,s Here is what he says:

ssepassions can be contrary to reason only so far as they are
accompany'd with some judgment or opinion. According to this
principle, which is so obvious and natural, 'tis only in two
genses, that any affection can be call'd unreasonable., First,
When a passion, such as hope or fear, grief or Jjoy, despair

or security, is founded on the supposition of the existence of
objects, which really do not exist. Secondly, When in exerting
any passion in action, we chuse means insufficient for the
design'd end, and deceive ourselves in our judgwent of causes
and effects. Where a passion is neither founded on false
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suppositions, nor chuses means insufficient for the end, the
understanding can neither justify nor condemn it...In short,
a passion must be accompany'd with some false judgment, in
order to its being unreasonable; and even then 'tis not the
passion, properly speaking, which is unreasonable, but the
judement. (T. 416).

In another place also, Hume states the same point by means of some
examples:

A person may be affected with passion, by supposing a pain or
pleasure to lie in an object, which has no tendency to produce
either of these sensations, or which produces the contrary to
what is imagin'd. A person may also take false measures for
the attaining his end, and may retard, by his foolish conduct,
instead of forwarding the execution of any project. These
false Jjudgments may be thought to affect the passions and
actions, which are connected with them, and may be said to
render them unreasonable, in a figurative and improper way of
speakingssed fruit, for instance, that is really disagrecable,
appears to me at a distance, and thro' mistake I fancy it to
be pleasant and dclicious. Here is one error. I choose means
of reaching this fruit, which are not proper for my end. Here
is a second error; nor is there any third one, which can
possibly enter into our reasonings concerning actions.

(T. 459-160).

Thus, it is only in "a figurative and improper way of speaking" that
we may say that an action or passion is reasonable, namely, when it
is accompanied by a reasonable "Jjudgment" or "supposition'. But
strictly and philosophically speaking, it is thie judgment or the
supposition which is reascnable and not the passion or action. In
hisg discussion of morals, Hume clearly says, "Actions may be laudable
or blameable; but they cannot be reasonable or unreasonable."
(Te 458).

Considering the importance of this claim of Hume for my entire

discussion I wish to dwell on it at a certain length. In what
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relationship betwecen reason and morals which I shall discuss ela-

borately in the second part of the thesis.

Let us first note why in the present context Hume maintains that
a passion or an action cannot be reasonable or unrcasonable, and why
he insists that only such things as judgments and suppositions are
reasonable or unreasonable, The answer is simple. Hume has assimi-
lated "reasonable" and "unreasonable" to "true" and "false" respect-
ively; and, according to him, passions and actions cannot be true

or false whereas only judgments and suppositions can be true or false.

A passion is what Hume calls "an original existence" in the
sense that it does not refer to anything. But, according to Hume,
unless something, x, refers to something, Y, X cannot be true or
falses Truth and falsehood, ¢ onformity or contradiction of something
with something else, according to Hume, always requires two terms.
"es.contradiction consists in the disagreement of ideas, consider'd
as copies, with those objects, which they represente" (T. 415).
Therefore, a passion is neither true nor false.1 And, as I have said,
according to Hume, that which can be true or false deserves to be

called "reasonable" or "unreasonable" if we wish to talk strictly and

1 3 . .

Hume's view of truth and falsehood is confusing. But therc are eother
reasons for which we cannot use the notion oftruth and falsechood for
passions and actions in the way in which we can use it for judgments
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philosophically. A passion, therefore, is not reasonable or un-
reasonable. The same is true about actions. Hume does not elabo-
rate this point in respect of actions. But he argues that actions,
like passions, cannot be true or false because they are "original
factse" (To 458)s Therefore, (he means) actions, like passions,

are not reasonable or unreasonable.

It is necessary here to consider what Hume would say about the

reasonableness or unreasonableness of beliefs. According to him,

any mental state, a belief no less than an action or passion,
would be an "original existence"., So the mental state of believing
something 1s an original existence and hence cannot be true or false,
reasonable or unreasonable., But "belief" is an ambigous word. Hume
himself came to realize this. He made a distinction between the
"idea" and the "manner of our conceiving it" (Treatise, Book I,

Part III, Section VII), a distinction which roughly corresponds to
what we would regard as that between "that what is believed in" and
"the mental state of believing". Now, though according to Hume, a
mental state (in being "non-representative) cannot be true or false,
yet "that what is believed in", "that something is the case", a
Judgment, can be true or false. So I think that Hume would grant

that "belief" is reasonable or unreasonable when the word refers

and beliefs, I shall indicate some of these reasons later in this
chapter.



not to a mental state but to that which is belicved. Hencefor=
ward, when I shall say that according to Hume a belief is reason-
able or unreasonable, the word "belief" will refer to "that which

is believed".

Now, Hume expresses his view that actions and passions cannot
be reasonable or unreasonablc because they cannot be truc or false,
in the form of some paradoxes which shock his critics even today.

He says:

'Tis not contrary to reason to prefer the destruction of the
whole world to the scrateching of my finger. 'Tis not contrary
to reason for me to chuse my total ruin, to prevent the least
uneasiness of an Indian or person wholly unknown to me.(T.416).
It should be noted that here Hume is not really quarrelling over
such a minor point as the question how in English or in any other
language such terms as "reasonable", "unreasonable", "in accordance
with reason", "contrary to reason", etc. should be used.1 If, as
he maintains, strictly and philosophically spcaking, these terms
are applicable only to judgments and beliefs, then an action or a

passion cannot properly be called "reasonable" or "unreasonable'.

1Note in this connection how Reid missed Hume's point. Reid criti=-
cized Hume as follows: "To act reasonably, is a phrase no less
common in all languages, than to judge reasonably. We immediately
approve of a man's conduct, when it appears that he had good reason
for what he did. And every action we disapprove, we think un-
reasonable, or contrary to reason. A way of speaking so universal
among men, common to thc learned and unlearncd in all nations and in
all languages, must have a meaning. To suppose it to be words
without meaning, is to treat, with unduc contcmpt, the common sense
of mankind." (T. Reid, Works, Vol. II, pe 579.
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Consequently, an action like destroying the Wholg world in pre-
ference to the scratching of one's finger is nei;her reasonable
nor unreasonable. But if a judgment accompanies such actions =
judgment about means and ends or about the cxistcnce of objects -
then these adjcctives may indirectly be applied to the actions.
It is only by an extension of these terms, i.ee, in an obligue
manner or in "a figurative and improper way of speaking" that an
action or a passion may be called "reasonable" or "unreasonable'.

Hume would insist that we must bear all this in mind if we wish to

talk "strictly and philosophically".

In the light of the above discussion we may now see that in
the present context Hume's use of the words "reasonable" and "un-
reasonable"is non=~evaluative. To use "reasonable" and "unreason-
able" for "true" and "false" i1s not to use them evaluatively. When
we say that "X is true", we do not evaluate X in the way in which
we evaluate it when we say "X is good" or "X is beautiful”.(Tarski's
definition of "truth" and the semantic definition of "walid quanti-
ficational schema", for example, are not evaluative in the way in
which literary criticism is. "Truth, Beauty and Goodness" meke up a

very ill assorted triol)

Now, there are a few problems about Hume's assimilation of
"reasonable" and "unreasonable" to "true" and "false" respectively,

which I must consider here. The first problem is this. In the



48

present context, the things which Hume calls "reasonable" or "un-
reasonable are true or false judgmeats and beliefse On the other
hand, in his philosophy the epithets "reasonable" and "unreasonable"
are, at least apparently, tied up with his notion of the faculty of
reason. Often enough he takes "reasonable™ and "unreasonsble" as
synonymous with "conformable to reason" and "contrary to reason"
respectively. (See for example pp. 416, 458 of the Treatise.)

The adjectives "reasonable" and "unreasonable" are thus connected
with the noun "reason"., If we consider his assimilation of "reason—
able" and "unreasonable" to "true" and "false" on the one hand,and
his linking of these epithets with his notion of reason as a faculty
on the other, then Hume's intention seems to be that he wants to
regard judgments as well as reasonings as reasonable or unreasonable.
Here he is referring not only to demonstrative reasonings but also
to inductive ones: in his discussion of actions and morals he con-
siders both of these to be the products of reason. (T. 413, 463).
It may of course be said that there is an obvious inconsistency
between his view here of inductive inferencesas the products of
reason or as reasonable and his sceptical discussions of inductive
inferences in which he does not even consider them as reasonings
proper but merely as "a species of sensation" and as due to customs
or habits (T. 103, also see E. 32, 41, 42-43, 54). On other
occasions, too, against his own scepticism he maintains that there

is such a thing as reasonably or justifiably holding a belief:
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"A hundred instances or experiments on one side, and fifty on
another, afford a doubtful expectation of any event; though a
hundred uniform experiments, with only one that is contradictory,
reasonably beget a pretty strong degree of assurance."(E. 111, my
underlinings See also E. 110, T, 225-226), However, since my
primary concern here is Hume's philosophy of action and morals I

do not intend to occupy myself with this inconsistency between his
epistemology and his philosophy of action and morals, and which

is present even within his epistemology itself, The present problem
is that if Hume intends to regard judgments and beliefs as well as
reasonings (demonstrative and inductive) as reasonable or umreason-
able, then this seems to be in conflict with his argument that
actions and passions are not reasonable or unreasonable because they
are not true or false. For one may now point out that a reasoning
(demonstrative or inductive) is not true or false either; how then
can a reasoning be reasonable or unreasonable? How can Hume conclude
that actions and passions are not reasocnable or unreasonable, when
he admits that other things, namely reasonings, are reasonable or
unreasonable in spite of not being true of false? What can Hume say

against this objection?

I think that Hume would not have much difficulty in replying
to this objection. A1l he would have to do is to ®how the close

connection of the notions of demonstrative wvalidity and inductive
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validity with truth and falsechood, a connection which does not

exist between actions er passions on the one hand and truth and
falsehood on the other. Demonstrative validity may be defined in
terms of “truth and falsity as follows: an argument is valid if and
only if all arguments of the same form as it are such that they

never have true premisses and falsc conclusions. And, gs Hume in the
present context intends to regard inductive arguments as reasonable,
he is now in effect maintaining that there is such a thing as in-
ductively valid argument. Thercfore, he could now talk about
inductive validity and define it in terms of truth and falsity in the
following manner: a form of argument is inductively valid if and
only if arguments of the same form usually lead from truths to truths
and not from truths to falschoods. But it must be noted that he can
avold the problem at hand in the above manner only at the cost of
admitting an inconsistency between the view expressed in his epi-
stemology and that expressed in his discussion of actions and morals,
between what he says about probable or inductive reasonings when he

discusses it in detail and what he now says about it,

Hume's linking of "reasonable" and "unreasonable" with his notion
of the faculty of reason is indeed unfortunate. As I tried to show in
the first chapter, the talk about the faculty of reason is muddled,
Hence Hume's connecting of those epithets with his notion of the

faculty of reason is equally muddled., However, in view of the elose
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connection of the two kinds of reasonings with truth and falsehood
Hume could apply those epithets to them. And it seems to me that
Hume could easily have ignored the supposed connection between those
epithets and his notion of the faculty of reason had he come to
realize the muddle involved in his faculty talk. He could easily have
ignored this connection because his actual use of those epithets

does not depend on his faculty talke It, in fact, depends ori his
view of truth and falsehood. So if he had ignored that supposed
connection, it would not have adversely affected his view about the
application ef those epithets. It would rather make his account

clear,

Now let me take up the second problem which, again, I think,
would not put Hume into much difficulty. (Because of what I have
said about the close connection between "reasonable judgments and
belief's as those which have been arrived at by reasonable methods"
on the one hand and "reasonable judgments and beliefs which are true"
on the other,) Let me present the problem. It may be said that
even if we use "reasonable" and "unreasonable" only for judgments
and beliefs, "reasonable judgments and beliefs" is not synonymous
with "true judgments and beliefs". We call judgments and beliefs
"reasonable" when they are arrived at by such methods as are con-
sidered %o be reasonable even though the judgments and the beliefs

may eventually turn out to bc false, A scientist by following his
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methods may come to believe that memory transplantation in the

human subjects is possible, but this may turn out to be falses Or,

I may believe that my wife will cook ny dinner this evening because
she has done this every evening, but my belief may turn out to be
false; she might catch a cold., On the other hand, by clairvoyance
someone might have come to believe that the Australian Cricket team
would lose against the South Africans in all four test matches of
1970, a belief which most surprisingly turned out to be true. Or,
By tossing a coin I may come to believe that the Pekistan Muslim League
Party will be defeated in the election of 1970, a belief which might
very well turn out to be true., Considering the use of "reasonable"
and "unreasonable" in this way, i.e., the reasonableness or un-
reasonableness of the manner in which a Jjudgment or a belief is
arrived at, someone might argue that Hume's assimilation of "reason-
able" and "unressonable" to '"true" and "false" is muddled. Then

it may be said that Hume's conclusion that actions and passions are
not reasonable or unreasonable is based on a muddled premiss. It
may then be argued that if a belief or a judgment can be reasonable
or unreasonable even when it is not true or false, an action or

a passion also may be reasonable or unreasonable when it is not true

or false.

I think that Hume could reply to this objection in the follow-

ing manner. His opponent's claim that a belief or a judgment may be
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reasonable even when it has not been proved to be true is based

on the view that such a reasonable judgment or belief has been
arrived at by a reasonable method. Now these methods are elaimed

by his opponent to be reasonable besause they have been found,

always or usually, to produce true judgments and beliefs. Thus,

the concept of reasonable judgment and belief, even if it is not
identical with that of true judgment and belief, has a close eonnect=
ion with #$ruth and falsehood. Hume's obJjeetor would perhaps

regard those judgments and beliefs as reasonable which are arrived

at by demonstrative and inductive reasoning, In that casec Hume would
show the close connection of demonstrative validity and inductive
validity with truth and falsehood in the manner as I have indicated.
This would be the same as showing a close connection between the
notion of "reasonable judgments and beliefs arrived at by a reasonable
method even though they may not turn out to be true" and the notions
of "truth" and "falsehood". When this connection has been made out,
it would not be difficult for Hume to rehabilitate his argument that
actions and passions are not reasonable or unrcasonable. He then
needs simply to point out that the close connection which beliefs

and judgments have with truth and falsehood is not to be found in the
case of actions or passions. Soy although beliefs and judgments may
be reasonable even when they are not true, there is no possibility
that actions or passions (which are not the sort of thing that can

be true) can be reasonable. Actions and passions do not have that
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have,

It is often said that Hume's notions of "reasonable" and "un-
reasonable" are arbitrary. In our erdinary usage we very often
evaluate actions and passions by applying these words to them, That
is, we apply these words direetly to actions and passions; we do not
use them only for judgments and beliefs, Hume has not shown that
there is anything wrong in our standard use of these words. He has
merely argued from his own proposed definitions of them. Hence his

denial of the use of these words for actions and passions is arbitrary.

Now it must be granted that Hume's usec of these epithets is
different from our ordinary use of them. And in so far as he has
not shown any difficulty in our standard use of them, his use may
®e said to be arbitrary. But this cannot be a serious criticism of
Hume. The question is, even if he has used these words arbitrarily,
has he made any fallacious deduction from his use of them? If he
has, then that would constitute a serious criticism against him. It
seems to me that he has not. Given his restricted sense of these
words, it follows that actions and passions arc not reasonable or un-
reasonable. Hume's argument rather helps to clarify the distinction
between the theoretical and the practical fields, between things
which ean be true or false and things whioh cannot be, The philo-

sophical point (not any verbal issue) raised in his argument cop=-
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cerning the reasonableness or unreasonableness of actions and
passions is correct. The point is that desires and emotions as

well as actions themselves cannot properly be designated as true

or falsee This claim may somnd boring to many of us who are already
well aware of the distinction between the theoretical and the
practical fields. Nevertheless Hume should be given credit for

his being one of those philosophers who have been most responsible

for our present awarecness of this important distinction.

I think that there are good reasons to say that the standard
use of "reasonable™ and "unreasonable" is based on a philosophical
confusion, When this confusion is shown, then Hume's conclusion
that actions and passions themselves are not rgasonable or un-—
reasonable gets some additional support independently of his argument.
I propose to show this confusion in detail in the third part of the
thesise But Hume's fault must be noted. It is that he claims that
his is the only sense of those terms, and he calls the standard senses
of those terms "unphilosophical™ without showing any muddle or con-
fusion in the standard senses. One should not call the meaning of
a certain word "unphilosophical" and "loose" just because it does not
fit hisom meaning of that term., Here, indeed, Hume has left a
gap in his philosophy. I shall try to fill in this gap in the

appropriate placec.

Let me now examine a few criticisms of Hume's account of practical
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reason., Hume has often been criticized on the ground that his treat-
ment of the relation of reason and conduet fails to account for

what is taken to be choice or reasoned choice; and hence his treat-
ment fails to account for deliberate actions. It is alleged that

all that Hume has done is to explain actions, both impulsive and
deliberate, in terms of their antecedents, i.es., "aversion and pro-
pensity". These critics point out that once Hume's notion of reason
(that it is essentially theoretical) is accepted, we can .find only
practical applications of theorectical reason. But, they contend,
there is something which can be properly designated as "irreducibly
practical reason", which is very different from the application of
Hume's theoretical reason. One difficulty with this view is that

it is not possible to give a clear account of such a faculty of
reason Which is responsible for reasoned choice and yet which does
not fall under Hume's notion of theoretical reason. When the faculty
terminology is purged out then what remains is seen to be either
something like Hume's notion of reasons which guide choice, or else

something which leads to new difficulties.

To sce this, let us consider a notable exposition of this sort
of view., Reginald Jackson, in a paper entitled "Practical Reason",1

maintains that choice can be immediately guided by Jjudgments, and it is

'R, Jackson, "Practical Reason", Philosophy, 1942.
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Were that the function of practical reason is to be sought. Choice,
likc judgments, can and must be reasoned, This "faculty of choice"

is the faculty of practical reason. He says:

You may be properly asked why you Jjudgec that this is the case.
With equal propriety you may be asked why you choose to do this.
When you are asked why you Jjudge that this is the case, what is
demanded is the evidence by which your judgment is guided. When
you are asked why you choose to do this, what is demanded is
not evidence. But what is demanded is the reason by which your
choice is guided., There can be no evidence for doing this.
There can be a reason for doing this. It is possible no doubt
to act without reason. But it is just here that deliberate
action differs from impulsive action. Only wherc what is done
is donc for a reason, whether sound or unsound, docs the agent
choose. Choice not only can, choicc must, be reasoned.

According to Jackson, there is always a judgment which constitutes
the ground of a choice. And the choice is "absolutely reasonablc"
when not only is it reasoned but also the judgment constituting its
ground is sound. In this respect, he maintains, a rcasonable choice

is analogous to a reasonable inference. As he says:

More is claimed in choosing than that the choice is reasonable
relatively to its ground; More is claimed in inferring than
that the inference is reasonatle relatively to its premiss.

The ground or the premiss is itself acknowledged. The agent
chooses x, the thinker infers thot g, not if, but bscause p. By
satisfying the demand for walidity neither qualifies for morc
than the right to sink or swim with his judgment that p. Only
if the choicc or infercnce is valid and if, further, the judg-
nent that p, is knowlcdge that p, is the choice or inference
unassailable - absolutely and not merely relatively reasonablc.
Where both these conditions are fulfilled, however, choice or
infercnce is absolutely reasonablc.2

1Ibid., Ppe 3624

“Ibid., ppe 363-36L.
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Jackson also talks aWout principles of choice, and he identifies
principles of valid choice with moral lawse Thc grounds and the
principles of choice arc different things; the distinction between
them is analogous to that between premisses and principles of in-
ferences As Jackson puts it: "That to enter the legal profession
would fulfil my strongest desire is the ground of my choiceees The
principle of my choice is: x can be validly chosen on the ground

that x would fulfil the agent's strongest desire."1

The first question which I must ask is how different is Jackson's
view of practical reason from Hume's account of the same? Jackson
says that the "immediate guidance of choice by judegment is the sole
function of practiccl reason." What sort of judgment is this? The
example which we find in his account, i.c., "to enter the legal
profession would fulfil my strongest desire", is clearly a means—cnd
type of judgment. In this case it should be noted that the "passion
which is guided" by the above means-end type of judgment is a second~-
order desire, i.c., the desire to fulfil the strongest desire., Hume
has never denied that there can be such desires which may be guided
by empirical judgments about means to ends in the causation of actionse
An admission of such desires, acting as immediate causes of actions,

would ke quite consistent with his general view that a desire is the

1‘Ibid., Ppe 36L4=365.
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direct cause of an action. The important thing to notice here is

that Hume has admittcd that the above kind of Judgment about means

to ends (i.e., to enter the legal profession would fulfil my strongest
desire) can influence our choice. Not only that Hume has not denied
such Jjudgments a pléoc in the determination of our choice and volunt-
ary actions, but also he has said that as soon as such judgments are
made, they automatically influence our course of action (8cebelow
Chapter V). "...according as our reasoning varies, our actions recelve
a subsequent veriation." (T. 414). "The moment we perceive the false-
hood of any supposition, or the insufficiency of any means, our
passions yield to our reason without any oppositions” (T. 416). In
Hume's philosophy, a choice is caused by a desire of the agent;
nevertheless, a reasonable choice is guided by a reasonable judgment
about existence of objects of the passions or about means to the
agent's end. Judging Jackson's account in the above manner, thercfore,

it is difficult to sece how it differs from that of Hume.

Jackson, however, talks about principles of choice. If the
point now is that a reasonable choice depends not only on its being
guidcd By a means-—end type of Judgment or a judgment about existence
of objects of desires, but also on whether it is made in accordance
with a reasonable principle of choice, for example, in accordan-
ce with a moral law, then it may be observed that the problem of

recasonableness is now transferred to another sphere, namely, that of
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principles, for example, moral laws. And it should be noticed that
Hume's scepticism may now be directed to the new sphere in the form
of the question: What principle or principles are reasonable, and
why? The answer, I shall try to show, is as difficult as it was in
the case of the reasonableness of choices I shall return to this in
the third part of the thesise Here let me point out one difficulty
which is involved in Jackson's view that therec is a parallel between

"validity of choice" and '"validity of inference",

Jackson maintains that choice, like inference, can be valid or
invalide. According to him, Jjust as the conclusion of an inference
igs valid when it is drawn in accordance with the principles of in=-
ference, so 1s a choice valid when it is made in accordance with the
principles of choice. But in such a consideration certain questions
inevitably arise., First, arc principles of choice, such as moral
laws, relevantly similar to the principles of inference? Secondly,
in what sense is "validity" ascribed to choice (and also actions)?
Is it the same as when we talk about the validity of an inference?
Principles of choice, however, are not relevantly similar to the
principles of inference. A judgment guided by the principles of in-
ference is either true or false. But a choice (or action) guided by
a principle of choice (moral law) is neither true nor false. The
point is that truth and falsehood are very relevant to the principles

of inference whereas this is not so in the case of the principles of
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choices Principles of inference are good ones in that they never
lead us from truths to falsehoods, and principles of inductive in-
ference are good if and only if they lead from truths to probably
true propositions. But there does not seem to be anything analogous
to this in the case of the principles of choice. We must also note
that there is a general agreement as to the¢ principles of inference
whereas the disagreement about the principles of choice (and actions)
is notorious. The important thing is that unless choice (and actions)
are true or false in the same way in which conclusions of inferences
are, it is surcly improper to use "valid" or "invalid™ in the same
sense for inferences as well as for choice (and actions). By Juge-
ling with quecr senses of "valid" and "invalid" one cannot do away
with the differences betwecn principles of inference and moral laws,
between validity of inference and "validity" of choice. Jackson's
suggested way of talking would not change the fact that a choice
which is "valid" for one person may be "invalid" for another. This
is a sort of thing which cannot happen about the validity of in-
ference. Indeed, it is very inappropriate to apply the notion of
validity (a logical notion) to choice and actions (ethical concepts)

in the way Jackson suggestse.

In Jackson's posthumously published paper, "The Moral Problem-
The Problem of Conduct"(Mind, 1948) ,his criticism of Hume and his
views on practical reason have remained substantially the same( see

especially ppe. 442, 457=1,58) « There he maintains that the very



62

distinction between reasonableness of judgments and reasonableness
of conduct is incorrect. The notion of reasonableness applies to
conduct as much as it does to Jjudgmentse. And, he holds that the
meaning of "reasonableness" in poth cases is the same, just as in
the paper "Practical Reason'" he maintains that the notion of
validity is the same in both sases. He objects to Hume that if he
had not made the distinction between reasonable Judgnent and reason-
able conduct then his paradoxes like "It is not contrary to rcason
to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratching of my
finger" would not have arisen. But from what I have said above in
my criticism of Jackson it is clear that an action cannot be called

"reasonable" in the same sense in which a judgment or an inference

is called "reasonable". This is so not only becausc judgments and
actions, inferences and choice are different in their nature, but
mainly because the notion of reasonableness, in its loglcal sense, is
inappropriate to choice and actions. The notion of "correct inference"
is semantically based through the requirement that a principle of
inference should not lead us from truths to falschoods. (Or in the
case of inductive infercnce from the truth of the premisses to the

probable truth of the conclusion.)

I now propose to examine another attempt to apvly the words

"reasonable" and "unreasonable" to actions themselves and not to
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their accompanying judgments. It has been made by J.J.C. Smart.ﬂ

He avoids the issue whether actions are caused by reason, and
directs the problem of practical reason to a non-Humean line by

asking for reasonablencss or Jjustification of conduct. Like Jackson,

he also considers a similarity between reasonablencss of inferences
and of actions. Smart's account has the merit of being free from
faculty talk. In fact, it ®egins with a criticism of such talk,

He says:

The dispute about whether Reason can be practical is not
merely verbal but trivial, and only appears not to be

trivial when we hypostatize this faculty Reason and suppose
it to be a thing. It then looks as though our dispute is an
empirical one about what this thing Reason can do. The truth
is, however, that there is nc such thing or agency as Reason.
If thére werc, and if we were quite familiar with it and could
rcecognize it by certain marks, just as we are familiar with
and can recognize sulpburic acid or cousin Mary, it would be
sensiblc to inquire what this thing Reason could do: "Can
Reason be practical?" would be as sensible an empirical
question as “can Mary cook?"?

Similarly, while oriticizing Hume's faculty talk, (as in the epi-

1J.J.C. Smart, "Reason and Conduct", Philosophy, 195C. ZFrom con-

versation with Professor Smart I learn that he does not now hold

the view expressed in this article. His present views are signi-
ficantly different. However, I take the liberty to examine his

paper because, I think, this will illuminate the issues and difficult-
ies involved in this kind of attcmpt, and will throw further light

on the problem of practical reason.

2I'b:i.(.‘l.., P. 209,
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gram: "Reason is...the slave of passions"), Smart remarks, "Even
he [Hume] is not free from the temptations of faculty talk. Let
us not be deceived, There is no one in chains: there is no one

to be liber'ated."1

In Smart's discussion the question "Can Reason be practical?"
gets a new form: "Can practice be reasonable? If so, in what
sense?" The answer given to this question is also different from
that of Hume., TWhereas Hume thinks that a choice or an action 1is
reasonable only when it is accompanied by a reasonable belief, and
that, properly speaking, it is the belief and not the choice which
is reasonable, Smart thinks that a choice or action is reasonable
or right (morally) if it is in accordance with the rules of morals.
According to Smart's account, actions become reasonable or un-
reasonable in a non-derivative sense, that is, an action is direct-
ly reasonable or unreasonable. In this sensc, Smart maintains,
the usc of the word "reasonable" in respect of conduct is closely
analogous to those in which a deductive or an inductive inference

is called "reasonable",.

[A deductive inference] is correct or recasonable if it is in
accordance with the rules of logic and incorrect or unreason-
able if it is not. [An induction] is reasonable or unreason-
gble in so far as it does or does not proceed in accordance
with the rules of inductive method. [A conduct, like keecping

"tpida., p. 210,
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of a promise] is right or reasonable if it is in accordance

with the rule "Kcep promises (unless this conflicts with

other rules)," wrong if it is a brcach of this rule.’
The sense in which a belief is "reasonable" is different; it is so
in a derivative sensc, which is derivable from that of a reasonable
deductive or inductive inference. And, in the samc sort of deri-
vative scnse, conduct, too, can be reasonable or unreasonable; that
is, reasonable conduct is founded on reasonable belief's, and there-
fore on reasonable deductive or inductive inferences. (This is Hume's
sense of "reasonable actions".) But this sense of "reasonable actions"
igs very different from the non-derivative sensc of "reasonsable actions™,
the sense in which a reasonablc action is like a reasonable deductive
or inductive inference. In this way Smart separates out the various

senses of the systematically ambiguous word "reasonable".

The trouble with Smart's account is that strictly spcaking we
cannot explain the justification or reasonableness of actions in the
same way as we can that of deductive or inductive inferences. And
by applying the notion of "reasonableness" dircctly to acticns in
the above manner onc gets into a new difficulty, a difficulty of the

sort which I have indicated whilec examining Jackson's viewse

1Ihid., Pe 213. As Professor Smart tells me, vhile writing this paper,
his notion of walidity was syntactically bwased, not semantically
(eoncerned with truth and falsehood) as he would now suppose it should
be.
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The similarity wetween reasonablencss of an action and that

of a deductive inference or an inductive one (i.e., in the sense of

much that he does not seem to be disturbed oy the fact that there
are disagreements about moral rules, a kind of disagrcement which,
aceording to many, does not prevail with regard to logical rules or
rules of scientific discovery. He, on the contrary, tries to show
that in some sense or other such disagreements about rules are present
in the fields of deduction and scientific discovery. However, the
important thing to see here is that by pointing out that there are
disagreements in the other two fields, just as there are in the field
of morals, one will achicve very little, because this procedure will
not thereby justify moral rules. The burden of justifying rules will
simply be extended from the moral ficld to the other fields. Unless
rules, whether logical or inductive or moral, arc justificd in some
way, their reasonableness will remain questionable. And, in con-
sequence, whatever it is that would be said to be justified by re-
ferring to those rules, would be laid on a weak foundation. As a
result, Humc's scepticism will remain unshoken, though it will get a

new direction.

We should not disagree with Smart's remark that "To say that it
is impossible to justify our basic moral rules is not to say that we

eannot justify our actions. Actions arc justified by refercnce to



rules..." However, he himsclf rightly says that those rules

"cannot themselves sensibly be said to be justified or not justi-
ficd (or at least not in the same sort of Way)."1 But the point is,
unless the rules themselves are shown to be justified or reasonable, how
can we say that the actions done in accordance with them are Justi-
fied ? This sort of Jjustification of an action will be as insecure
as tying a boat to a rootless tree. Very likely, many actions and
choice, supposedly taken to be reasonable by following the kind of
account under consideration, would achieve only a sort of anaemic
and temporary reasonablencsse. Consider for instance an act of
Satidaha (burning the widow in the pyre of the deceased husband) in
India during the seventeenth century. Following the moral and
religious rules of Satidsha, which were accepted at that time in
India, that act surely appeared to many Hindus of that time as per-
fectly reasonable. But the same act has lost its appearance of

reasonableness to the Hindus of our time.

I shall take up this problem of justification ("reasonablencss"
or "rationality" in this sense) of moral rules again in the third part
of the thesis. Here let me mention some further difficulties in the
notion of a reasonable action as that of a rule-following activity. In

what follows I have been influenced by Kemp's discussion of rules.2

Meid., p. 221.

2
Je Kemp, Reason, Action and Morality, Part 2, Section VII,
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We may sec that following rules is not necessarily a mark
of rationality or rcasonableness. In whatever field this notion of
reasonableness is applied there may always be situations when the
accepted rules do not apply any more., In cases of prudential rules,
i.¢., rules about means to ends, for example, sometimes one's own
judgment is the best and only guide, It may always be possible to
reach a desired end more easily by following a new means (in the
light of new experience) which may not be covered by one's known or
available prudential rules. Even in games, where rules arc more or
less precisely formulated, occasions arise when they are changed for
the sake of clarity and consistency or for pragmatic considerations.,
The fact that rules can be changed and are changed, showsthat there

is no absolute reasonableness about thems.

In the fiecld of morals, however, the matter of reasonableness
of actions which follow rules is a much more complex one. First, what
are the moral rules? As I have indicated, there exists a notorious
disagreement about the moral rules. This disagreement prevails not
only at a higher level where someone says, "I want to know the rules
of morality, not those of this or that system of morality, but the
rules which arc truly moral". Such disagreement may be seen though
in a lesser degree, also about the rules of any particular moral
systems It is perhaps only the great religions which can be said to

have much in the way of a formulated code of moral rulcs. But even
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in such systems not all types of action are covered by the given

rules. In cases of conflict of duties, and in new situations which
arise from scientific discoveries, those old rules frequently appear
inadequate. However a more important point is that it is not essential
to be consciously guided by the moral rules in order to be reason-

able in morals. One may not know the rules at all, and yet be a

good man. This is true also in most of the other fields. A man may

be logical in his arguments without knowing the rules of inferences

He mey not have studied logic at all. And knowing rules and following
them are not enough. One may knmow and follow all the rules of cricket

and yet be a poor cricketer.

T must guard mysclf against a possible misunderstanding. I am
not saying that there is no justification for following rules. It I
may be true that for many of us, who may not be very mature morally,
intellectually or otherwise, rule-following activities are at times
quite proper and cconomical. But this must not let us ignore that
such activities are not essentially reasonable, For reasons I have
mentioned, it is always possible, at least theoretically, to question
the rationality or reasonableness of thosc rules and hence of rule-

following activities.

Let me now examine a recent view of practical reason which
R. Edgley has offered in criticism of Hume. Edgley construes Hume's

view as that "there cannot be a reason for doing anything," because
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according to Hume, the things for which there can be reasons are the

things which can be truc or false.1

But, Edgley argues, the notion of "something's being a reason
for something else" 1s a generic notion: there may be different
specific forms of this notion, such as, something's being a reason
for thinking so—and-so, and something's being a reason for doing
something.2 According to Edgley, it is in the notion of "something's
being a reason for doing something" that we have 4o understand how

reason becomes practical. Thus he says:

ssethe fact that an action, not being true or false, cannot be

the conclusion of an argument (i.c. that rcason cannot be

practical in this sense) [Hume's view] does not show that

there cannot be reasons for doing things (i.e. reason cannot

be practical in this sense).
The first question which must be raised herc is, does Hume deny Edgley's
sensc of "reason's being practical™?, i.e., does Hume maintain that
there cannot be¢ a reason for doing anything, in the sense in which
Edgley imposcs this view on Hume? In the Enquiry on p. 293, Hume
clearly rccognizes that an agent's adopting a certain mneans, i.c., his

doing something, can be justified by reasons or judgments of means—cnd

type. One of the examples which Hume offers there is that the agent

1R. Edgley, '"Practical Reason", Mind, 1965, pe 175.

2R. Edgley, Reason in Theory and Practice, pe 104.

3R. Edgley, '"Practical Reason", p. 179,
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takes exercise and this action is justified by his reason that he
wants to kecep health and by taking exeroise he can keep health,.
Hume's point is that ultimate ends, or ends as opposed to means,
cannot be thus Justified by means—end type of reasons, because the
notion of an end is such that it is not a means to a further end, In
view of Hume's assertion that reasons of the means—end type can
Justifly actions of a certain kind, it does not seem fair to attribute
to Hume the view that there cannot be reasons for doing anything,

and that reason cannot be practical in this sense. The sensc in
which Hume would deny that reason oan be practical is the sense, as
Edgley notes and seems to grant in his discussion, in which actions
cannot be true or false. And I have alreody said, perhaps, enough

to show that the notions of truth and falsechood do not properly apply
to things likec passions and actions. When Edgley says that according
to Hume "there cannot be a reason for doing anything"1 he seriously
misleads the reader: according to Hume there can be the “means—end"

type of reason.

Rdgley further says:

If reason is practical it is so in this way, that for a practical
Judgment to be the conclusion of a reasonable argument imlies
not that an action could be a conclusion of that argument but
that the premises of the argument, in being reasons for believing

"Ibid., p. 175.



72

the practical judgment, e.g. for believing that one ought
to do a certain thing, are nccessarily also reasons for
acting in conformity with the judgment, i.e. for doing that
thing,. 1

Here Bdgley seems to be arguing that there can be reasons for doing
things because reasonable practical arguments give us reasons for
believing practical judgments: reason is practical in this sense. He
thinks that this view proves "Hume's mistake".2 But does this really
prove Hume's mistake? To get a clear answer, I think, it is necessary
to consider a case of a "reasonable" practical argument. Fortunately
Edglecy indicates the sort of conclusion which such an argument should
have, i.¢., "onc ought to do a certain thing". To obtain such a
conclusion from a "reasonable" argument, we heve to consider the

following sort of argument.

One ought to improve one's health,

A person who is suffering from vitamin-C=deficiency can
improve his health by eating foods containing this vitamin.

Oranges and lemons contain vitamin-C,

I suffer from vitamin-C-deficicncye.

I want to irprove my health,

Therefore, I ought to ealt oranges and lemons.

In this practical argument, following Edgley, it may be said that
the reasons which justify my belief in the practical judgment are

also reasons for my cating orange and lemon, But Hume need not deny

this. And it should be pointed out that without the seeond premiss

T Ibid., ppe. 179-18C. My underlining.

2 Tbid.
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the argument docs not beeome "reasonable" or logically valid. This
premiss which helps to Jjustify my belief in the conclusion, and hence
(following Edgley) my action of eating orange and lemon, is a means-
end type of judgment. Hume has recognized such judgments as playing
the role of a guide to our actions. So I do not see how Edgley's
type of argument, when it is taken in the above manner, can succeed
in proving "Hume's mistake". In practical argument of the sort which
I have considered, to obtain the conclusion demonstratively or reason-
ably, it is always necessary to use a general premiss about means to
ende It may be that sometimes such a premiss may not be explicitly
stateds Nevertheless it must be tacitly understood and must function

in some such manner in order to elicit the practical conclusion.

However, practical reasonings may also be ethical., For example:

8ne ought to keep promises.
I promised to John that I would return his book this afternoon

if T should be free.

It is aftornoon now, and I am free,

Therefore, I ought to return John his book now.
Now, following Edgley, here again, it may be said that the premisses,
in so far as they are rcasons for belicving the conclusion, are also
reasons for acting in conformity with it. It is obvious that there
is no means-end type of premiss as a reason for the conclusion. But
it must be noted that there is a different kind of difficulty in-

volved here. It 1s about the reasonableness or Justification of the

first premiss which i1s a moral principle. This is a serious problemn,
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and as I have already indicated in this chapter, Hume's scepticism
may be apposite here., In the third part of the thesis I shall con-

sider this problem in detail.

Before I pass on to the next chapter where I shall discuss Hume's
second thesis concerning the relation of reason and passion and inter-
pret one of his famous statements, let me summarise here the main
points which I have tried to establish in this ohapter. (1) Hume's
view that reasoning alone cannot cause actions and that a desire is
necessary to cause action is very plausible. (2) His view that when
a desire is present, reasonings can influence conduct in two ways is
correct. (3) If we restrict the use of "recasonable" and "unreason-
able" to things which are truc or false, 1l.c., to judgments, beliefs
and propcsitions, then actions and passions themselves cannot be
described by these adjeotives. It is only by an extension that we can
transfer these epithets to actions and passionse (4) Hume's use of
"reasonable" and "unreasonable" in the present context 1ls non-evaluative,
(5) It is inappropriate to call actions and passions "reasonable" or
"unreasonable" (as if thesc were inherently so) by playing with unusual
sensce of "true" and “"false", "valid" and "invalid". (6) Hume's
argument about the reasonableness of conduct rightly underlines the
distinction between the theoretical and the practical ficlds. (7) Ir
reasonablencss is to be understood in terms of whether actions are

in accordance with moral principles, then Hume's scepticism may be
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apposite here. This will be adequately considered in the third
part of the thesis. Hume's notion of "reasonable" or "unreason=-
able" is distinct from the notion of "morally laudable" or "morally

blameworthy™.
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Iv

THE SUPPOSED CONFLICT BETWEEN REASON AND PASSTOR

Hume finds no difficulty in proving his second thesis against
the rationalists, i.e., reason cannot opposc passions in the
direction of the will (see abave p. 24). His argument is as
follows:

Since reason alone can never produce any sction, or give rise

to volition, I infer, that the samec faculty is as incapable of
preventing volition, or of disputing the prefcrence with any
passion or emotion. This consequencc is necessary. 'Tis
impossible reason cou'd have the latter effect of preventing
volition, but by giving an impulse in 2 contrary direction to

our passion; and that impulse, had it operated alone, wou'd

have been able to produce volition., Nothing can oppose or retard
the impulse of passion, but a contrary impulse; and if this
contrary impulse ever ariscs from reason, that latter faculty must
have an original influence on the will, and must be able to
cause, as well as hinder any act of volition. But if reason has
no original influence, 'tis impossible it can withstand any
principle, which has such an efficacy, or ever keep the mind

in suspence a moment. Thus it appears, that the principle,

which opposes our passion, cannot be the same with reason, and

is only call'd so in an improper sensec. We speak not strictly
and philosophically when we talk of the combat of passion and of
reasons (T. 4A4-415).

It is true that the familiar difficulties of Hume's faculty talk

obscure this argument. But, then, these difficulties are often present
also in the views of his adversaries., However, I think that his point
can be presented without talking of reason as a faculty. When this

is done, Hume's argument remains falid. Purged from his faculty talk

the argument is as follows: A reasoning or a belief alone (i.c.,
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in the absence of a desire) cannot produce any impulse on the will,
and so cannot cause action. This is what Hume previously tried to
prove, and I tried to establish that this is a very plausible premisse
Now, to oppose the impulsc of a desire or passion, another impulse

is necessary. But a reasoning or a belief by itsclf is "inert",

A reasoning or a belief which cannot producc the first impulse also
cannot produce the second impulse required to oppose a passion or

desire. So a reasoning or a beliecf alone cannot oppose a passion.

As we shall sec in the sixth chapter, Humc has offered a psycho-
logical account for the rationalists' and common people's belief in the
"combat of reason and passions". There I shall +ry to show that Hume's
account has been a muddled and unnceessary once But let us notehere
that whatever explanation one may offer to account for the belief
in the supposed "eombat of reason and passions", that does not affect
Hume's present argument which is designed to prove that a reasoning

or a belief alone cannot oppose passions "in the direcction of the will."

It is in connection with this argument that Hume has made his
famous statement: "Reason is, and ought only to be the slave of the
passions, and can never pretend to any other office than to serve and
obey them." (T. 415). Since the statement is often misunderstood,

a proper interprctation of it is necesssry. I shall devote the rest
of this chapter to examining some interpretations and finding out the

correet onece



78

If we omit the phrase "ought to be" from the sentence then it
ereates no difficulty, becausc it then beeomes a summary statcment
of what Hume has so far said about the place of reason and passion in
eonduct: (1) The immediate eause of an action is a passion or desire,
(2) reasoning or belief (reason) guide the desire, (3) there is no
sonflict between a desire and a picce of reasoning or between a
desire and a belief. But, then, what does this "ought to be" stand

for?

(1) Kemp Smith in his commentary, The Philosophy of David Hume,

takes it to mean that Hume is advocating here a theory of how we ought
to act. He emphasisecs the words "ought to be". He writes "o..Hume's
central principle [is] that reason acts, as it ought, in the service
of feeling and instinct.”1 Kerp Smith thinks that according to Hume
beliefs are a kind of passion, and he ascribes to Hume the view that
reason is and ought to be the slave of all kinds of passions, both
desires (in actions) and natural beliefs (in epistemological natters) .

Thus he sayst

'"Passion' is Hume's most general title for the instincts,
propensities, feelings, cmotions and sentiments, as well
as for the passions ordinarily so called; and belief , he
teaches, is a passion. Accordingly the maxim which is
central in his ethics - 'Reason is and ought to be the
slave of passions' - is no less central in his theory of
knowledge, being there the maxim: "Reason is and ought

1, .- . . .
N.K. Smith, The Philosophy of David Hume, pe 143
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to be subordinate to our natural beliefs.1

By taking the "ought to be" as basic in the statement under eon=
sideration and by attributing to Hume the view that natural beliefs

are also passions he ascribes to Hume a general normetive doctrine.

Against Kemp Smith's view I should like to observe the following:
First, it is very hard to see in Hume's actual writings a symmetry
between his view of the slavery of reason to passions as expressed in
Book ITI and Book III of the Treatise and the alleged slavery of reason
to natural beliefs. In Book I of the Treatise, wherc he discusses
natural or causal beliefs, he does not maintain that reason assists
in any way in the production of such beliefs, But in Book II and
Book IIT while discussing passions and morals he maintains that
passions are directed or helped by reason in causing actions. All he
does in Book I of the Treatise is to show that our causal or inductive
reasonings and beliefs, unlike demonstrative reasonings and knowledge,
are not the products of reazson, but he does not add that they are
guided or directed by reason. Sceondly, Kemp Smith does not supply
any textual evidence for his view that according to Hume belief's are
passions. Thirdly, even if it is truc that Hume maintains that bellef's
are passions, it does not follow that he holds a normative view in

his epistemology. For this to follow it would have to be shown that

1Iblda Po 11
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Hume maintains such a normative view in his cthics. But®elearly there
are good reasons to conclude that the "ought to be" in the statement
in question does not suggest any normative theory in Hume's ethies,
i.e., it :docs not suggest Hume's:view as to how we ought to act.

Let me point out these good reasons., First, Hume's arguments against
.the rationalists before (and after) -this summary statement docs not
at all show that reason ought to be, but only that it is, the slave
of passions. Sceondly, Hume has not discussed whether it is right

or obligatory to make reason subservient to passions. Thirdly, any
attenpt to show that Kemp Smith's interpretation about the "ought to
be" ¢an be derived from Hume's view that reason is the slave of pass-
ions will violate Humc's argument about the is—ought gap. As we
shall see later (Chapter VIII below), according to Hume we cannot
derive "oughtli-statements from "is'"-statements., TFourthly, Kemp Smith
has not supplied textual evidence or any argument for his ¥iew that
Hume is advocating a theory about how we ought to act. Finally, there
are other occasions where Hume has used "ought to be", on which he
does not mean to suggest any normative vicw., Tor instance, "But
private benevolence is, and ought to be, weaker in some persons, than
in others: And in many, or indeed in most persons, must absolutely
fail. Private benevolence, therefore, is not the original motive

of justice." (T. 483, my underlining). Hume has not said anything

in his discussion here which might go to show that private benevolence
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ought to be weaker in some persons than in others. The"ought to be"
secums to be only Hume's enthusiastic manner of expressing his point.
It is true that it sevms odd that Hume should use these words in such

a manner, but that is a different matter.

(2) Another interpretation of the passage has been offered by
Glathe1, Krdalz and BroilesB. It is that the "ought to be" refers
to a linguistic recommendation, that is, to how the term "reason"
ought to be used in philosophical discourse. Thus, according to
Glathe, Hume's recommendation here is that the term "reason" ought not
to be used in such a way which would imply that reason is not the

slave of passions. Glathe writes:

Hume's point in this passage is simply that since reason is
as a matter of facte.e.eothc slave of the passions, the term
"reason" ought not to be uscd in discourse that elaims to be
"strict" and "philosophical" as if it were synonymous with the
term "the principle, which opposes our passion"; and the term
ought not so to be used because so to use it is to speak
loosely and unphilosophically. The "ought" applies, that is,
not to the allcged slavery of reason, but to the way in which,
in view of the de facto existence of the slavery, we are (at
least in precisc discourse) to refer to reason; it applics,
that is, to usage of the term "reason", not to the denotation
of this termee.. &

TA.B. Glathe, "Hume's Theory of the Passions and of Morals", University

of California Pyblications in Philosovhy, Vol. 2/4.

2P.S. Ardal, Passion and Value in Hume's Treatisc.

3

ReD. Broiles, Thec Moral Philosophy of David Humc.

#op. cit. pe 10.
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Similarly, Lrdal, who recognizes his dobt to Glathe on this point,

remarks:

That, according to [Hume], [reason] is the slave of the passions
involves little difficulty. It is the 'ought' that is puzzling;
but the puzzle vanishes if one takes Hume to be making a termino-
logical rccommendation, To say that reason ought only to be the
8lave of the passions would then mean that we should use the
word 'reason' in a certain Way.1
And, according to ﬁrdal, Hume's suggested way of using the term is
that it should not refer to "a certain calm passion.” 'In a strictly
philosophical discourse "reason® and its derivatives like "reasonable",
"unreasonable", etc. ought to refer to beliefs.2 It moy Be seen that
s
Ardal's view is not really diffcrent from that of Glathe. For, to say
that the term "reason" ought not to be used for the principle which
opposes passion (Glathe's view) and to say that the term "reason"
'
ought not to be used for the calm passions (Ardal's view) are, in the
context of Hume's discussion, virtually the same. As we shall see,
in Chapter VI,Humc maintains that therc are certain calm passions
which may oppose the viclant passions, and these we mistakenly take

to be the opcrations of reason.
- / -
Like Glathe and Ardal, Broiles also says:

In the "slave™ passage, when Hume says, "Reason is, and ought only

7
'Ardal, op. cit., pe 107.

Tbid., pp. 107-1C8.
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to be the slave of the passions..." the "?ught only to be"
refers to the usc of the term 'reason'seel

Hume is imploring us, when we speak philosophically, not to

nisuse the word 'reason'. ‘'Reason' ought not to be used in

striet and philosophical discourse as if it were synonymous

with the expression 'the principle which opposes our passions',
In examining this interprctation we nay first notiee that unlike Kenp
Smith's interpretation, it has the merit of being eonsistent with
Hume's general position regarding reason and conduct. It is true
that according to Hume the term "reason" should be uscd in the way
which these interpreters suggest. Surely Hume would not approve of
using the term "reason" for a principle which opposes passion. But

the question here is what Hume means by the "ought to be", if he means

anything at all, in the sentence under discussion. It may not always

be a good policy to stretch or lop Hume's use of words so as to fit

his statcments to his general position. ©Such a procedure involves

an "Infallibility Assumption" which is philosophically very bad.

These interpreters suggest that the statement is semantically equivalent

to the following:

(1) Reason is the slave of passions.

(2) The term "reason" ought not to be used in a way
which would imply that it can oppose passion or
that reason is not the slave of the passions.

1Broiles, 0pe Cite; Pe 37
“Ibid., pe 33

5See A. Flew, "On the Interpretation of Hume" in Hume, ed. V.C. Chappell,
pe. 280,



Here in (1) "reason" refers to Hume's denotation of the term, namely,
the faculty of reason, and in (2) "reason" refers to the word "rcason®.
It requires a lot of imagination to think that Hume actually means

this. By using the same word only once in a sentence one cannot un-—
ambiguously mean or refer to two different things. By thus removing the
"puzzle" which confronts them, these commentators now impute to Hume

some very odd syntax.

There is a further difficulty which Hume has to accept if the
statement is takcn in the manner of these interpreters. There seems
to be an implicit inconsistency in his position as thus interpreted.
(1) refers to Hume's theory which is a factual theory which might be
false. But (2) is a definition, since it defines the word "reason",
i.e., statcs how.this word ought to be used. And a definition cannot
be true or falsce Thus the same statemnent new as it were poiﬁts in two
quite different directions. I am not saying that Hume eould not have
been ineconsistent in this way. In fact, it is impossible to establish
sonclusively what exactly Hume meant here. But since these commentators'
intention is to interpret the statement in such a way as to make it
consistent with Hume's general theory, it is odd that they should by
implication attribute an inconsistency +to Hume. It is a good methodo~-
logical rule to assume that an author does not contradict himself,
unless there are very good independent rcasons for assuming that he

does S0,
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(3) Therc may be another interpretation, namely, that herc Hume
means that since reason is the slave of the paséions, it ought to be
regarded as such. (M,C. Bradley has suggested this interpretation to
me.) If it is pointed out that this way of interpreting the statement
is tantamount to making an argument and the argument is obviously in-
valid sincc it violates Hume's own principle that "is"-statements
cannot entail "ought"-statements, then it might be suggested that therc
is a suppressed premiss here, nanely, that "one ought to regard things

as they rceally arc."

This interpretation has some similarity with the preceding one,
but unlike that one, it is not senantically based. Instead of suggesting
that Hune recommunds here how we ought to use the word "reason", it
suggests that here he recommends how we ought to regerd reason. It is
therefore free from the difficulty which I found in the preceding one.
But this interpretation docs not seem to be convinecing to me for the
following reasons. First, thc context in which Hume has nade this state-
ment shows that he is trying to establish only that reason is the slave
of the passions. He seems to be arguing for a fact about reason and not
about what sort of attitude we should have to this fact. Secondly, the
statement does not look like an argument of the sort which this inter-
pretation suggestse. Thirdly, cven if the statement is meant to be a
part of an argument like the one suggested, the suppressed premiss is

nowhere present in Hume's writings as far as I know. I have not come
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across a place where Humc states that we ought to regard things as
they really are. Even if Hume had such a view, he surely does not
indicate it in the present context. Without the suppressed premiss
the argument would be invalid. And it is not a good procedure to
ascribe to an author some logical error when there is no evidence to

support the ascriptione

However, I think that there is good evidence for interpreting
Hume's statement in another manncr, which does not attribute to Hume
any inconsistency or ambiguity. Let us note the passage which I have
already quoted (see above pe 80) where Hume has made a similar use
of "ought to be". Herc Hume is talking about the original motive of
justice, and explains in passing why private benevolence or "a regard
to the interests of mankind" cannot be this motive. He has not said
anything which might support that private benevolence ought to be weaker
in some people than in others. The "ought to be" does not seem to
refer toa linguistic recommendation about the word "private benevolence™.
Neither does it seem to refer to a recommendastion about how we ought
to regard private bencvolence. The "ought to be", as it is used here,
seems to be no more than an enthusiastic manner of speaking which the
youthful Hume of the Treatise.(a work which he disovmed later) seems

. 1
to be fond of. I suggest that it is the samc use of "ought only to

1 . . .

In the Enquiry which was written at a mature age, but probably not a
more mature work than the Treatise in respect of philosophical con-
tents, it is difficult to find such an use of "ought to be". At
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be" which Humec has made in the statement "Reason is, and ought only
to be the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to any other
office than to serve and obey themc."JI The statenent is the outcome

of Hume's youthful exuberance in challenging the rationalists who ex=-
pressed their position in the same sort of language, that is, "Pass-
ions are or, at any rate ought to be the slave of reason". At lecast,
Hume understood thc rationalists' position as amounting to such a
gtatement. This dis evident from Hume's statcment of their position
which he attacks in the scetion "Of the Influencing Motives of the

Will" wherc his slave-passage occurs:

Nothing is more usual in philosophy, and even in common life,
than tc talk of the combat of passion and reason, to give the
preference to reason, and to assert that men are only so far
virtuous as they conform themselves to its dictates. Every
rational creature, 'tis said, is oblig'd to regulate his
actions by reason; and if any other motive or principle
challenge the direction of his conduct, he ought to oppose

it, 'till it be entirely subdued, or at least brought to a con-

least, I do not know of any passage in the Enquiry which contains
this sort of use of "ought to be',

1It is comforting to notec that some authors while quoting this
statement of Hume in their works omit the "ought to be'". For

example, J.J.C, Smart's paper "Reason and Conduct" (Philosophy,

1950, pe 210)., It scems that these authors rightly rcalize that

it is unnecessary to retain the "ought to be' in their refercnce to
Hume. It is also worthwhile to note Sydney Hook's remarks "If
reason necessarily is the slave of the passions, it makes no sense

to say it 'ought' to be". (S. Hook, "Review of Russell's Human Society
in Etglics and Politics, (New York Timcs Book Revigw, Jan. 30, 1955,
Poe 3.
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formity with that superior principle. (T. 413, my underlining.)

The statement merely summarizes what Hume has said about the respect-
ive roles of desires or passions on the one hand, and of judgments

and beliefs on the other. I suggest that the "ought only to be"
expresses nothing but Hume's exuberance. Perhaps the pen of the youth-—
ful Hume ran away with him. His real point has nothing to do with

the "ought only to be".



89

THE MANNER JN WHICH JUDGHENTS AND BELIEFS
INFLUENCE AGENTS

In the last chapter I have said that if we accept Hume's very
plausible premiss that "reasonings alone cannot cause actions and
a desire 1s the immediate cause of an action", then his argument
about the inability of reason to oppose passions is valid. However,
this should not let us igpnore Hume's further view that reason can
influcnce actions, that judgments or beliefs which are reached by
reasonings can change our immediate desires or preliminary ends in
order to attain our ultimate ends. That the agent is influenced by
Judgnments or belicfs about existence of objects or about means to ends,
in fact, substantiates Hume's view that reason and passion cannot oppose
each other. In this chapter my main concern is to expound and examine

Hume's view about how and when reasonings and beliefs influcnce agentse

The veluntary actions which Hume tries to explain are such that
both a desire and a belief causc them. In somc cases, a belief may
excite a desire by presenting an idea (image or picture of a state of
affairs) to the agent.  (See above PP 39-41,) In other cases, a
desire is already there, perhaps originating from "a natural impulse or

instinct", and a belief may guide the agent to the fulfilment of the
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desire. This is how, to use a non-Humean phrase, "belicfs motivate

the agents'.

Now, there is a passage in the Treatise where Hune gives the
impression that the influence of beliefs 1a automatic. Let me quote

the passage:

ess'tis impossible, that reason and passion can ever oppose
each other, or dispute for the government of the will and
actions, The moment we perceive the falschood of any suppo-
sition, or the insufficiency of any means our passions yield
to our reason without any opposition. I may desire any fruit
as of an excellent religh; but whenever you convince me of
my mistake, my longing cecases. I may will the performance of
certain actions,as means of obtaining any desir'd good; Dbut
as my willing of these actions is only secondary, and founded
on the supposition, that they are causes of the proposcd effect;
as _soon as L discover the falschood of that supposition, they
must become indifferent to mee (Ta 416=417. My underlining.)

Here, of course, Hume's point is that perception of the falsehood

of a belief automatically destroys a desire, not that perception of

the truth of a belief automatically produces a desire, But he has
another statement which secms to assert the automatic influencc of the
perception of the truth of a belief as well as that of the perception

of the falschood of a belief, The statement is this: "...according as
our reasoning varics, our actions receive a subscquent variation". (Teld4).
This may be interpreted as implying that a change in reasoning and

belief produces a desire for means which is then followed by a change

in actione A change in action presupposes not only a change in belief

but also a change in desire, sincc a belief by itself cannot cause an
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action and a desire is necessary to cause an action. The new
belief about means which results from a change in the reasoning

must produce a new desire for the means. Thus, these passages

mey be interpreted as Hume's view that having a belief automatically
influences the agent: either it automatically destroys a desire
which he already has, or it automatically produces a desire. And
the desires which are thus changed are second-level desires or

preliminary desires, not desires for the ultimatc endse.

Now, without certain qualifications thesc views are obviously
false.. In certain situations, having a belief often does not produce
or destroy a decsire. Our desires for obviously unattainable objects
may very well continue., Yet, Hume's claim in those passages seems to
be that it is a nccessary truth that once the agent is convinced of
a belief, the belief influences him, I think that given certain
gualifications Hume's claim is true, and these qualifications may

be produced from his own philosophys

First, the crucial terms used in this ocontext are "perceiving"
or "being convinced of" the truth or falschood of a belief. There are
at least three kinds of situations in which we may say that an agent
perceives or is convinced of the truth orf falsehood of a belief. First,
I may really perceive or be convinced of the truth or falsehood of a
belief and yet this may not have anything to do with my practical life.

I may be convinced of the falsehood of my supposition that Mars is
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inhabited. My being convinced of this falsehood may not change any

of my desires and hence may not lead me to act one way or another.

My supposition or belief is simply not relevant to any of my desires,
(I use "a belief relevant to a desire" in the following sense: A
belief is relevant to a desire when an agent takes such a belief as
showing him means or existence of objects which might fulfil some
desire of his.) Secondly, there are situations where a belief is re-
levant to the agent's desire which is not opposed by another desire.

In such cases, it is impossible that » someone perceives or is convinced
of a belief and yet does not act in accordance with it when it is
relevant to his desire. Here the notion of "being influenced by a
belief" is built into the notion of "perceiving or being convinced of
a belief". Suppose that I have a desire to discuss something with a
friend of mine who lives in another town. With this end in view I buy
a bus ticket to go there. I have no other reason to go there. I now
read in the newspaper that my friend died in an accident. Suppose I
still get into the bus to go to that towm. In the sense in which
"perceiving” or "being convinced of" the truth or falsehood of a belief
is used in such contexts, it will not be said that I have perceived or
am convinced of the truth of the newspaper report. In such situations,
when an agent perceives or is convinced of the truth or falsehood of a
belief, the motivating influence of the belief necessarily succeeds.

Thirdly, there are situations of conflict of desires in which an agent
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may really perceive or be convinced of the truth or falsehood of a
belief, but he may not act in accordance with his belief because of

the presence of a competing desire whose motivating influence is
stronger than that of the desire to which the neglectcd belief is
relevant, The first kind of situation 1s not important for my dis-
cussion. It is only the second and the third kinds of situations which
are relevant to my discussion. Henceforward I shall use BC2 and BC3

for the second and the third kinds of situations respectively.

Let me now distinguish between the different senses of "strong-
est desire" and "stronger desire". This will help us to avoid con-
fusion. There are at least the following three senses in which we
may understand these phrases. (1) "Strongest desire" may refer to
an introspective notion. It is the desire which an agent, on re-
flection, reports to be the strongest one in respect of operativeness.
(He may be mistaken in his report.) In this sense, thec agent may
weigh his desires and may report that one is stronger than another,
while a third is the strongest of all. Here his strongest desire
may or may not eventually cause an action. (2) "Strongest desire"
may mean the desire which, among all the desires of the agent, has
the strongest motivating or operative influencee. It is in fact the
strongest tendency apt to initiate a certain course of action. It may
or may not be the same as the one which is reported to be the strong-
est one by the agent. It is not an introspective notion. It is the

desire which, other things being equal, will lead to an action. In
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this sense, it is not a probabilistic notion. If there are two
competing desires, ane may be called stronger than the other in
this sense. (3) "Strongest desire" may also mean the desire which

in fact has caused an action. In a situation of conflict, when an

action results, the desire which causes the action is necessarily

the strongest one in this sensec. When there are two conflicting
desires, we can talk of a stronger desire in this sense. "Strongest
desire™ or "stronger desire" in the third sense are also the "strong=-
est desire"™ and "stronger desire" respectively in the second sensee.
The difference between them is simply this: in the second sense
these phrases refer to desires which have not caused, but, other
things being equal, will cause actions, while in the third sense they

refer to desires which have already caused actions.

As I shall show in the next chapter, Hume himself makes a
distinction between "strong" and "weak" desires or passions in re-
spect of their motivating influence, and another between "calm" and
"violent" passions, the latter distinction being a muddled one.
However, in view of his distinction between strong and weak desires
I take it that he would be quite willing to accept our second and
third senses of "strongest desire" and "stronger desire". That is,
he would grant that the desire which has the strongest motivating
tendency is also the desire which, other things being equal, will

cause an actions And he would also grant that the desire which has
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. 1
caused an action must have had the strongest motivational influence.

At least, I do not see any reason why Hume should not grant these.

In the rest of this chapter I shall use "strongest desire"
and "stronger desire" only in the second and the third senses. In
which of these senses. shall use them will depend on whether or not
the action, whose cause is the desire, has taken place. This will

be clear from the contexte.

Let us now see Hume's view of the influence of beliefs. I
must first point out that in my quoted passages,clearly,Hume is not
thinking of situations of conflict of desires. Thercfore, it is in
BC2 that we have to understand his usc of "being convinced of" and
"perceiving" the truth or falsehood of a belief, in the present
context, if we wish to make sense of his view of the automatic

influence of beliefs. The desire which is altered by the perception

1It may be noted that the view which I am attributing to Hume is
free from some familiar types of objections which have been raised
in a related but different context, namely, against psychological
hedonism. (It rust be remembered that the position which I attri-
bute to Hume is not psychological hedonisms) One such objection
against psychological hedonism is that it is "a sheer piece of dog-
matism, unsupported by evidence" that men cannot help choosing what
gives them the grcatest pleasure. (D.H. Monro, Empiricism and
Ethics, ppe 216-217) In our context, similarly, the objection
might be that it is a sheer piece of dogmatism, and empirically
untrue, that men always do what they most want or desire to do.

But in view of the meaning of "strongest desire" which I have
attributed to Hume, this criticism does not apply to his view

about actions which arise from conflicting desires.
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of the falsehood of the belief is not in conflict with another de-
sire. And the desire which causes an action, by being influenced
by a belief, is not in conflict with a rival desire. There is no
rival or competing desire here. So the question of whether the
desire is stronger or strongest in any of those senses of "stronger"

or "strongest desire" does not arisee.

Now, what is Hume's view of the influence of beliefs in
situations of conflict? Unfortunately Hume has not adequately
discussed the influence of beliefs in such situations., However, it
is not difficult to envisage what he would have to say on this sub-
ject. Let us first note that Hume has admitted that someone may act
contrary to his beliefs which he may be really convinced of (in
Egé) or which he "knows". As he says, "Men often act knowingly
against their interests.." (T. 418). So Humec grants BC3. I think
that Hume's view of the influence of beliefs in cases of conflict
would be this: A belief of which the agent is really convinced
(in §gé) and which is relevant to his desire will not be influent-

ial if a stronger desire is rival to the first desire.

The problem at our hand is an ancient one, namely, that of the
weakness of will (gkrasia) (although not the typical cases of moral
weakness where the agent falls short of his ideals). Aristotle came
to see the truth contained in the Platonic-Socratic view that moral
weakness is due to ignorance and also the truth of the common view

of mankind that men sometimes act contrary to their knowledge of
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what is best. Despite his respect for the second view, which is
based on experience, he finally remained in the tradition of his
predecessors. He could not deny that being overcome by appetite
always involves a kind of ignorance. This he had to conclude
becausc of his analysis of the different senses in which a man
nay be said to know something and because of his notion of a man
with practical wisdom as "one who will act."1 There is a special
difficulty in Aristotle's account, This difficulty arises from
his notion of practical wisdom and from the fact that he did not
notice that it is the strongest desire which causes an action in
a situation of conflict. However, to concentrate on Hume's case,
his view may be expressed in the following tautological assert-
ions: (1) "Tn a situation where there is no conflict of desires,
a belief whose truth or falsity the agent is convinced of (Egg)
will automatically influence him." (2) "In a situation of
conflict, the agent's strongest desire causes him to disregard his
really perceived belief (in'ggé) if the belief is relevant to a
weaker desire (weaker in motivating influence)." These two
tautologies, when taken together, look very similar to Hare's
statement that "It is a tautology to say that we cannot sincerely

assent to a command addressed to oursclves, and at thc same time

1Aristotle, BEthica Nicomachea, tr. by W.D. Ross, 1146. See also
ReD. Milo, Aristotle on Practical Knowledge and Weakness of Will,
Ch. 3.
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not perform it, if now is the occasion for performing it, and it is
within our (physical and psychological) power to do so."1 Hare,
however, suggests in his discussion of the point that in cases
where someone acts against his belief about what is to his best
interest, he is not acting voluntarily. He maintains that in such
cases the agent might be acting under a "psychological impossibility"
to follow the belief which is to his best interest. Thalberg
rightly shows the difficulties in such a posi’bion.2 However, it
should be noted that the view which I am attributing to Hume does
not commit him to the view that all such actions, where a perceived
belief is disobeyed, are involuntary or due to some kind of psycho-
logical compulsion (although Hume would insist that all such
actions, indeed all actions, are ocaused). Hume denies "liberty

of indifference", isc., the view that our actions are uncauscd.

But he does not deny "liberty of spontancity" according to which an
sgent is free when he is not under coercion or violence. (Treatise,
Book II, Part IIT, Sections I and II.) Howcver, Hume's account

of freedom of spontaneity is not very clear. He seems to suggest
that a person who cannot do something due to his fear is under

some psychological restraint: "...the fear of the civil magistrate

1R.N. Hare, Freedom and Reason, pe. 79+ See also Harc's The Laneuage

of Morals, ppe. 20, 168-169.

2I. Thalberg, "The Socratic Paradox and Reasons for Action", Theoria,
1965, Part 3, pp. 250-254.
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is as strong a restraint as any of iron..." (T. 312). The

crucial point is, how are we to decide which mental causes are
restraints or violence and which are note This is a point which
Hume has not clarified. However, there is a class of actions which
result from conflict of desires where it is sensible to say that the
agent has not acted from coercion or restraint or violence, that he
could have acted otherwise., For example, a student who believes that
he must work hard in order to obtain his degree may disregard his
belief and pass most of his time in the cricket field, his desire

to practise cricket being the stronger desire. Here the student
does not act under a restraint, His act is a voluntary one. I
think that Hume would not hesitate to call such actions free or

"spontaneous",

One may like to know Hume's view of the relation of a belief
or reason to the strongest desire or stronger desire in a situation
of conflict. Hume has not adequately discussed this subject, but
we can envisage his view., As we shall see later, Hume maintains
that our desires for ultimate ends, or ends as opposed to means, are
not justified by reasons of means~end type; we just desire them.

We desire them not for any further end. If an end is desired for
some other end, then it is merely a preliminary end or means. And
he also maintains, as it should be clear by now, that our desire for

an end, in order to result in an action (the kind of action which
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Hume is trying to explain) is aided by a means—end type of belief or
reason. In the light of these views of Hume, we may now attribute
to him the following: In a situation of conflict, the strongest
desire or stronger desire for the end is necessarily not Jjustified
by any reason of means-end type, although it may be aided by a
belief or reason in order to result in an action. The agent Jjust
desires his end. Now according to Hume, thc strongest or stronger
desire for an end extends to the known means. We can talk about
stronéést desire or stronger desire for the mcans as well as we can
talk about the strongest desire or stronger desire for the end.

The strongest or stronger desire for the means is supported or
Justified by the agent's reasons, namely, that by adopting this

means he will fulfil his desirc for the ende

Let me take a concrete example. A student desires to be a
test cricketer. He also desires to obtain his degree. Let us suppo-
se that he desires woth of these things as ends; hc has no reason
why he desires thems Furthermore, he believes that to obtain his
degree hc has to work hard, he must not pass his day in the cricket
field. He also believes that to become a test cricketer he must
practise the game during most ef the day. So he is in conflict,
Now supposc that his stronger desire is to become a test cricketer.
This desire will now be automatically extended to his known means,

i.ee, to practising cricket. Let me use BD1 for the stronger de-
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means. According to the view which I have attributed to Hume, SD1
is not justified or supported by any reason; the student desires to
become a test cricketer for its own sake. SD1, in order to result
in an action, is aided by a belief or reason that by practising
cricket in that manner he will become a test cricketer. SD2 is
Justified by a reason, namely, that he will become a test cricketer
by playing cricket in that manner. It is obvious that the reason
which helps SD1 to result in an action is thc same as the reason

which justifies SD2., But 8D1 is not justified by any reason.

The upshot of my discussion may be expressed in the following
four points: (4) In a situation where there is no conflict of
desires, the agent i1s automatically influenced by his really per-
ceived belicf (BC2) which is relevant to the fulfilment of his
desire for an ultimate end. (2) In situations of conflict, a
really perceived belief (ggé) which may be relevant to some desire
of the agent may be neglected if his stronger or strongest desgire
is to act against it. (3) In a situation of conflict where an
action results, the action may or may not be voluntary. (4) In
a situation of conflict, the strongest or stronger desire for an
end is not justified by a reason but the strongest or stronger
desirc for a means 1s justified by a reason. The last three

points are not made by Hume himself but his philosophy of action
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either supports them or, at least, is not inconsistent with them.

I now propose to examine certain criticisms of Hume's view of
the automatic influence of belicefs or reasons in the light of the
above discussion. These criticisms have been made by Falk1 and
Kyddz. Sincc Falk's criticisms are more elaborate I shall concen=
trate on them. Falk uses the simile of a juke-box to describe
Hume's view,expressed in the two passages which I have quoted on
pe 29 above: "The guidance is automatically provided, for one-
self or others, if onc presses the right buttons of factual in-
formation."3 Falk does not have any objection to the view that

reasons can influence our actionsA, but he argues against the view

1W.D. Falk, "Action-guiding Reasons", Journal of Philosophy, 1963,

Ppo 702“71 8-

2}{y'dd, OP. Citl, PP. 102—1050

3Falk, Pe 7%.

Alt may be pointed out that Falk describes the view that reason can
influence actions as "the force view of reason". It is not quite
clear in what sense he is thinking of "reasons as forces", Is it
psychological (roughly as in Davidson's "primary reason" - see
D. Davidson's "Actions, Reasons and Causes", Journal of Philosophy
1963, p. 686) or gquasi-logical, as in Mihat reasons are there for
believing the theory of relativity®?" Sometimes it appears that he
takes "reasons" in the psychological sense, €+ge, when he says,
"Stevenson's, and Hume's, views of the choice=guiding role of
reasons and information fmy underlining] ask for revision, but not,
I think, on the ground that reasons and causes have no affinity and
that never the twain shall meet." (Falk, ope cite, ps 703). Here,
as I havc shown by underlining, "reasons" and "information" are
taken in the same sense. In this sense, reasons are natural causes.
Hume has used "rcason", in the present context, in this sense, and
this is what PFalk nceds. But strangely, he goes on to say that
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that these reasons about means automatically influence us once
they are known and if the agent has the end to which the reasons
about means are relevant. He thinks that knowledge of reasons,
though necessary, is not sufficient by itsclf to influence the
agent's choicc of means, even if he has the end to which the rea-
sons are relevant. A further condition, that of the '"right-mind-
ing" of what is known', as he calls it, must be added to complete
the picture of guidonce of actions by reasons, By this condition
he means that the choosing of the means and the reaching of the
end must be "idemtified in thought". Kydd similarly characterizes
this additional condition in the guidance of gction by reason as

"an act of co-contem.plation."1

Against Hume's contention that a ™reason" or belief which
influences us does influence us automatically, Falk argues in the
following manner: First, Hume's view neglects the fact that for a
reason or belief to be a reason, there must also be a judgment
of its relevance to the case. A proper account of action-guiding
reasons must recognize that "knowing" facts is not enough; we re-
quire, furthermore, another picce of "knowledge" = a judgment to

the effect that the reasons are or are not relevant. Secondly,

the modus operandi of reasons is not the same as that of natural
causes (Ibide, pe 704), and thus obscurcs his position. This
obscurity adversely affects his discussion.

1Kydd, op. cits, pe 103,
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Falk holds that it is not enough that reasons must be "known";

they must also be "taken to heart", TFalk tries to establish his
point by bringing in what seems to me to be cases of conflict of
desires, He gives two examples, namely, "of the drinker or speed-
ster who is impervious to consequences of which he is not iggorant
or unafraid." In such cases, he thinks, the drinker and the
speedster have not taken reasons to heart and that is why they are

not influenced by themn.

The difficulty with Falk's objections to Hume seems to be
that he is thinking of cases of conflict whereas Hume's view of
the automatic influence of beliefs is meant to be only about non-
conflicting cases. From what I have taken to be the plausible
view of Hume about cascs of conflict it is clear that Falk's examp-
les of the drinker and the speedster can be adequately explained
by bringing in the notion of "stronger desire". If the drinker and
the speedster with their knowledge of the consequences have other
ends for which their desire is stronger (e.ge., to have the plecasure
of drinking or to have the pleasure of driving at a high speed,
perhaps with the good reasons or beliefs that some drinks will not
endanger health and speeding does not necessarily lead to accidents,
if one remains steady and alert, etc.), then they will drink and

drive faste

But Hume's view of the automatic influence of beliefs refers to
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non-conflicting cases only., And in such cases Hume's notion of
"perceiving" or "being convinced of" a belicf (Egg)is such that

the conditions which Falk takes to be nccessary for a belief to be
influencial, are already included in it. (1) A judgment of rele-
vance is already presupposed in BC2. Hume has no reason to deny
that a belief becomes a reason for action only when it is relevant
to the case; he would say that otherwise it would remain a plece
of uninteresting information, sofar as its relation to the end

is concerned. The notion of BCZ2 is such that a further demand

for a judgment of relevance is pointless. (2) I take Falk's
phrase "reason taken to heart" to mean "reason which influences

an action", Otherwise a reason may be taken to heart and yet may
not influence us, in which case Falk's point will not be established.
Now, if we properly understand Hume's BC2, then it may be seen that
"reason taken to heart" is only another way of saying "reason which

the agent perceives or is convimced of (in that sense) ",

Falk raises a few more objections to Hume. He says that "the
Juke-box interpretation of how the interesting implications of
actions always furnish persuasive reasons cannot explain how they
function as reasons any more than why they should necessarily do
wl

80e Hume's case, as Falk rightly puts it, is that "once an action

1s known to contribute, through an implication, to a wanted (or

YPalk, op. oit., p. 707
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unwented) end, the interest in the end will come to be transferred,
through this knowledge, to the action."lI Let mc quote the rele=
vant passages from Hume: Desire for and aversion from an object
"extend themselves to the causes and effects of that object."

(Te 414)e ".eowere the end totally indifferent to us, we should
feel the same indifference towards the means". (E. 286). Falk's
objection seems to be that Hume has left one thing unexplained,
mamely, "why this mechanism of transfer should be invariably at
worke" In support of his objection he presents the example of a
doctor whose medical knowledge may not immunize him against the ha=
bits of overindulgence. According to Falk, a desire for or an avers-
ion from certain consequences, may not be manifcsted in one's pre-
sent activities, although sometimes the desire or aversion is mani-
fested in one's present striving, For example, the drinker's avers-
ion from having a hangover is not manifested in his act of drinking,
and ny desire to write a good thesis is manifested in my present

striving to write one.2 In the light of this distinction between

'Ibia.
2Falk expresses this distinction as that between "wanted(or unwanted)
consequences which are manifested in the present activities of the
agent" and "wanted or unwanted consequences which are not thus mani-
fested"s This is misleading, because consequences cannot be mani-
fested or not manifested in prescnt activities, only a desire for
or aversion from consequences can be manifested in the present
striving. However, what Falk seems to mean may be expressed in
terms of the two kinds of desire or aversion as I have indicated.
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the two kinds of desire or aversion, Falk thinks that one may say
that the doctor with his medical knowledge may really have a desire
for health, and yet may overindulge, even though his desire for

health is not manifested in his act of overindulgence.

According to the view which I have attributed to Hume, the
strongest desire for one end leads the agent to ignore the competing
desires for other ends. In such a case, the desires for ends which
are thus overridden cannot extend to the known means. But if there
is no conflicting desire, then it is necessarily true that when one
desires an end, he must desire the known means to the end, since if
this does not happen, it would show that one does not really desire
the ond.1 Now, the case which Falk presents is onc of conflict,
The doctor has on the one hand a desire for health and thc belief
that to attain health he must not overindulge. On the other hand,
he has a stronger desire to eat a savoury meale (Perhaps he may
rationalize that one more rich meal will not do much harm, or he

ray Jjust succumb to his stronger desire without any belief or

In order to avoid misunderstanding let mec illustrate the point by
taking an example from Nowell=Smith's Bthics (p. 116): If a man
wants to go to a concert, and if the only means is to steal a
ticket, then it may well happen that he may not come to choose this
means. But according to the view which I have attributed to Hume,
this would be so because the man had a stronger desire not to steal.
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rationalization supporting it.) According to the view which I have
attributed to Hume, the stronger desire will "win", and the
doctor's belief relevant to his weaker desire will not be influent-

ial, ieee, it will not extend to the known means,

Another argument of Falk is that knowledge of relations of
means to ends "though neccessary,is for various reasons not necessari=-
ly sufficient" for extending the interest in the end to the means
wheneter the means—end relation is known. One such reason is that
the knowledge may be "insufficiently exercised"., For example, a
person lamenting his state of health, may repress his knowledge when-
ever it comes to making a medical appointment. Now, as I have
indicated, according to Hume, belief by itself is not sufficient to
cause an action, The agent must also have a desire, or in cases of
conflict, he must have a stronger desire to act in a certain way.
Hume needs only point out that the fact that sometimes a pilece of
knowlecdge or a belief is "insufficiently exercised" is due to the
presence of an orerriding desire acting against the desire to which
the repressed knowledge or belief is relevant. It is absurd to say
that (1) the agent really desires A, (2) he is convinced of (Egg)
the belief that B leads to A4, (3) he has no overriding contrary

desire, and yet (4) he does not desire or resolve to do B.

Falk elaims that in order for the interest in the and to be exten-

ded to the means through reasons,it is required that the means must be
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viewed as part of the very process of reaching the ends In other
words, "the identification in thought between choosing the means and
the very reaching of the end" must be complete, This is the re=
quirement of "right-minding" in which indifference to the known
means cannot cqexist with the desire for the ends Here what is

involved is "the inclusion of one thought object in another."

It is not quite clear what exactly Falk mcans by "the identi-
fication in thought™ or "the inclusion of onc thought object in
another." He does not mean by this the reecognition that to adopt
the means 1s to do something of the very kind one wants to do.u As
he says, ' "Something of an A kind is wantcd" and "X is of an A
kind" in no way entail that "X is wanted" or "has been wanted all
along." ' But the particular X will be bound to be wanted,
according to him, if "it is thought of as included in the very
thought object of an actual want." What are we to understand here
by "inclusion in"? How can a thought object (to take his example,

"reaching of health as the terminus ad guem of a process of changeM%

include another thought object (say, exercise as the mecans of
reaching . of health)? Obviously what we have herc is not spatial

inclusion. Falk also denies that it is a case of "the inclusion of

1Ibid., ppo 716"'71 7.

zIbidn, Po 716.
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one propositional function in another." However, in the light of
, 1

the well=known obscurity of the notion of propositional function

it is not clear what Falk means here. GCould it be a relation of

species to genus, as getting health through exercise is a species

of getting health? So that if getting health through exercise is

wanted this implics that exercise is wanted? What is involved here
is that if the agent has an end and he has the belief (rcason) that
a particular means produces the end, then unless he wants the means
he will not adopt it. This means that reasons in order to be in=
fluencing must excite the agent's desire or aversion. But this is
a condition which is already present in Hume's concepts of action-
guiding reasons. As Hume says, "It can never in the least concern
us to know that such objects are causes and such others effects, if
both the causes and effects be indifferent to us" (already quoted).
As T have said earlier, a fundamental point in Hume's theory is that
it is not the reasoning or belief alone but a desire or an aversion
excited by a belief (or as Hume would put it, excited by an idea or
mental image produced to the agent by his reasoning) or by "an

unknown impulse or instinct" which moves us to action.

Finally, Falk has the following argument. The "grammar of
reason language" shows that one may have a reason in favour of

doing something and yet one may not do it. He says 'eeothe grammar

SR

1See W.Ve Quine, Set Theory and Its Logic, pe 254
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of "tell" leaves it quite open whether or not that which tells also
compelseseThere is no contradiction in saying that what gave one
every ground, and was known to do so, failed to motivate one in any
way.'1 I believe that no one will deny what Falk says heree. But
there is a danger of missing facts if one concentrates too much on
linguistic propricty. "The reason X gave one every ground, Wwas
known to do so, and yet failed to motivate one in any way" - this
may be quite truc; but when this is true, it is so becausc onc has
a stronger desire acting against a weaker desire to which the
neglected belicf or reason is relevant. This should be clear from
what I have said about the causation of actions in cases of conflict.
We may also note that if the "telling" reasons fail to motivate
(for the reason I have indicated), we cannot make them motivate
even by adding Falk's condition of "right-minding" or "teking

into heart" of those reasons (for the same reason)., If the "grammar
of reason language" proves what Falk claims, then it also proves
the following: "There is no contradiction in saying that what

gave one every ground, was known to do so, and what one 'took to
heart' or 'minded rightly!, failed to motivate one in any way."
This would prove the falsehood of Falk's view that reasons are
influencing if and only if they are "taken to heart" or "minded

rightly". But if we construe "telling recason" in the sense in

which Hume uses "reason which one perceives or is convinced of"

1Falk’ OPe Cit., Pe 709.
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(BC2) i.e., "reason which necessarily influcnces" (which is the
same thing as Falk's use of "reason which onec takes to heart or
minds rightly"), then it is a contradiction to say, "One has a
telling reason (a reason which influcnces) but it does not

influence,”

I think that nothing in Hume's account is inconsistent with
Falk's view that sometimes beliefs or reasons fail to motivates
(Note again Hume's remark:s "Men often act knowingly against their
interests") The truth of this view is of coursc a matter of common
experience. But we must note that where a belicf (Whioh the agent
really holds) does not motivate, therec is a stronger desire acting
contrary to the desire to which the neglected belief is relevant.
If Falk's view is that Hume's explanatory model of actions cannot
incorporate this, then he is mistaken. Indeed, Hume's passages
which express his view of the automatic influence of reasons do not
refer to oases of conflict of desires. And Hume has not clearly
said what his view of the influence of beliefs or reasons in such
cases 1se At times it has seemed to me that Falk and Kydd are
fighting with an opponent who does not exist. I have given an
account of Hume's possible view of the situations of conflict., I
think that if my account is correct, then it can perfectly take
care of Falk's and Kydd's criticisms. They have not really shown
that an admission of the fact that the agent may not be influenced

by beliefs can affect Hume's theory in any way. However, they have
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done a good service by bringing into light a part of Hume's philo-
sophy of action which Hume himself has not sufficiently investigated

and elaborated.

In the next chapter I shall show that Humc has something
important to say about conflict of desires and how and why We act
as we do in such situations. Sometimes we frustrate a most in-
sistent desire and act in accordance with "a settled principle of
action" or a desire which is "eorroborated by reflection and
resolution", What happens in such casecs is that the most insistent
desire which thc agent thinks he has frustrated is really what
he takes to be the most intense one, although the strongest desire
is a different one. Humc's position regarding the relation between
desires and actions is simply this: Desires are essentially action-
producing although in situations of conflict they may be prevented
from producing actions by other desires. In any case, Hume holds,
a desire is necessary as the cause of an actione. And perhaps we
can interpret Hume as asserting that this is a necessary truth becau-
se part of the meaning of the word "desire" is "that which tends
to cause action", Pecrhaps Hume would not be asserting "desires cause
actions"™ as a synthetic necessity, becausc hc does not seem to

believe in synthetic necessities.,
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VI

THE DOCTRINE OF CALM PASSIONS

In this chapter I shall consider the following: (1) Hume's
doctrine of calm passions, (2) his use of the doctrine as a
paychological account of the rationalists' belief in "the combat
of reason and passion", (3) his view of the operation of the calm
passions in moral conduct, and, finally, (4) an examination of

certain criticisms of Hume,

Let me first point out what I take to be the salient featurcs
of Hume's doctrinc of "calm desires" or "calm passions" (hc uses
both thesec phrases). (1) Humc has made a distinction between calm
and violent passions on the basis of their emotional quality. dJust
as his distinction between impressicns and ideas was made on the
basis of their force and vivacity (Treatise, Book I, Part I,
Section I), the distinction between calm and violent passions depends
on the degree of their emotional intensity. As Hume puts the

distinction:

The reflective impressions may be divided into two kinds,
viz.the calm and the violent. Of the first kind is the

sense of beauty and deformity in action, composition, and
external objects. Of the second are the pagsions of love and
hatred, grief and joy, pride and humility. (T. 276).

eesthere are certain calm desires and tendencies, which, tho'
they be real passions, produce little emotion in the mindees
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[ Sometimes they] cause no disorder in the soulee. Besides
these calm passions, which often determine the will, there
are certain violent emotions of the same kind, which have
likewise a great influence on that faculty. (B 4A7-418,
my underlining.)

(2) On occasions the emotional level of a calm passion may rise
and thus it may turn into a violent one. Then we may have a
violent passion. As Hume says:

esea calm passion may easily be chang'd into a violent one,

either by a change of temper, or ef the circumstances and
situation of the objecte..(T. 438).

The raptures of poetry and music frequently rise to the
greatest height; while those other impressions, properly
called passions, may decay into so soft an emotion, as to
become, in a manner, imperceptible. (T. 276).
(3) Some of the calm passions may have to do with evaluations
(eeg., "the sense of beauty and deformity in action, composition,
and external objects", Te. 276), but others (e.g., "kindness to
children", T. 417) may have no such character. (4) Hume makes a
distinction between a weak and a strong passion or desire on the
basis of their motivating influence. This is quite distinct from
the distinction between calm and violent passions, A passion
may be calm and yet very strong in motivating influence, and
another may be violent while weake Sometimes the motivating in-

fluence of the calm passions may be so strong as to be able to

control the violent ones. Thus, in the Treatise Hume says:

'Tis evident passions influence not the will in proportion
to their violence, or the disorder they occasion in the
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temperese.We must, therefore, distinguish betwixt a calm and
o weak passion; betwixt a violent and a strong one. (T.4A8—419).

Gencrally speaking, the violent passions have a more power=
ful influence on the will; tho!' 'tis often found that the
calm ones, when corroborated by reflecction, and seconded by
reselution, are able to control them in their most furious
movemente (Te 437-438).

Tn a letter to Hutcheson Hume expresses the same view: "There is

a calm Ambition, a calm Anger or Hatred, which 'tho calm, may

likewise be very strong, & have the absolute Command over the

Mind."1

Before I proceed to consider Hume's use of his doctrine of
calm passions, it may be well to note the wrong manner in which he
distinguishes a calm passion from a violent onc. His criterion for
the distinction is the degree of their emotional intensity. They
are two things of the same kind. He clearly recognizes this in my
quotation on ppe 114-115. But as Ryle rightly points esut,this is
a mistake.2 The calm passions differ in kind from thé violent
ones. Ryle's words for these two kinds of passion are "inclination"

and "agitation" respectively. As he says:

Tt would be absurd to say that a person's interest in

Symbolic Logic was so violent that he could not concentrate

on Symbolic Logic, or that someonc was too patriotic to be

able to work for his country. Inclinations are not disturbane-
ces and so cannot be violent or mild disturbances. A man whose

1David Hume, The Letters of David Hume, ed. J«Y.T, Greig, Vol 1,
pe 46, my underlining.

2Ryle, The Concept of Mind, pp. 93-94.
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dominant motive is philanthropy or vanity cannot be described
as distracted or upset by philanthropy or vanity; for he is
not distracted or upset at alll?

Agitations can be violent or mild, inclinations cannot be
either. Inclinations can be relatively strong or relativ-

ely weak, but this difference is not a difference of degree of
upsettingness; it is a difference of degree of operativeness,
which is a different sort of difference. Humc's word 'passion'
was being used to signify things of at least two disparate
types.2

In 2 condition of agitation a person may be in conflict between

his two inclinations, or one of his inclinations may be thwarted

by the hard facts of life., Thus, agitations "presuppose the exi-
stence of inclinations which are not themselves agitations, much as
eddies presuppose the existence of currents which are not themsclves

nJ

eddies,

No doubt there is a distinction between the calm and the
viélent passions, i.e, between inclinations and agitations. But
Hume makes it on the basis of a wrong criterion, for which reason
the ddstinction, in his hand, has become a muddled one. As a
result, he has been led to think that a calm passion itself may
turn into a violent one. There is another absurd consequence which
follows from Hume's manner of distinguishing the calm passions from
the violent ones. (This follows, of course, when we realize the

truth of Ryle's view that agitations cannot be inclinations to do

1Ibld¢, Poe 93'
2Tbide, pe e
3Ibid., Ps 93
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something.) When Hume's two distinctions, namely, that between

the calm and the violent passions, and that between the strong and
the weak passions are taken jointly, we get the view that a vielent
passion (an agitation) may be relatively strong or relatively weak
(in respect of motivation). This is absurd, because if a violent
passion is not a desire or inclination, then it cannot be a strong

or a weak desire or inclination.

From all this it would appear that Hume would have done better
if he had dropped the notion of "violent passions" as @esires or

inclinations, although he could retain the notion of "violent

passions” as agitation condition., Hume sometimes does this as it
appears from his expressions like "impressions, properly called
passions". Indeed sometimes he writes as though a violent passion
is not a desire but an agitation condition vhich causes a desirce
For example, "When I rcceive any injury from another, I often feel
a violent passion of resentment, vhich makes me desire his evil

and punishmenteess(T. 418). But, unfortunately, Hume often enough
takes the violent passions themselves as some kind of desire or
inclination. Now, what about Hume's calm desires? It seems to me
that herc again he at times comes very close to recognizing that the
calm desires, on occasions, may not causc any emotion. For instance,
he says that when a calm passion becomes "a settled principle of
action, and is the predominant inclination of the soul, it commonly

produces no longer any sensible agitation." (T. 419, my underlining.)
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Thenh again, we read that when certain "passions are calm, and

cause no disorder in the soul, they are very readily taken for the

determinations of reasoness" (T. 417, my underlining.) Indeed,
Hume's account of ealm passions and his use of it would have been
clear if he had not had the tendency to group these passions as some

kind of mild desirese

However, the chief merit of Hume's notion of calm passions lies
in his taking them as capable of becoming what he calls "a settled
principle of action." (T. 419). This is how, according to Hume,

a celm passion may at times become a very strong desires OSuch a
"settled principle of action” or "a predominant inclination of the
soul", in our modern terminology would bc called "a trait of
character"™ To describe a person as having a trait or "settled
principle of action" is to describe him as a person who Would
normally act in a certain manner, Hume also notes that we do not
always act from our predominant inclination or settled principle.
(Hume thinks that to be guided by such a settled principle of action
is a virtue: ".,.,.there is no man so constantly possess'd of this
virtue, as never on any occasion to yield to the sollicitations of
passion and desire". (T. 418). Perhaps here Hume is thinking of
his view which he expresses later, the view that "rules of morality"
are founded on such calm desires.) Hume's notion of such a
principle and also, as we shall presently see, his notion of "a

general calm determination of the passions" resulting in the



120

framing of the rules of morality make the doctrine of calm

passions useful and important in his philosophy.

Let me now consider Hume's uses of the doctrine of calm pass—
ions. First he uses it to give a psychological account of the
rationalists' belief in "the combat of reason and passion". His
account is as follows: The faculty of reason cannot be in conflict
with the passionse. When we think that we are having a "combat of
reason and passions", we are actually having a conflict of passions
themselves.s In such a case, the conflict is between a calm passion
and a violent onc. And what is thought to be the "victory of
reason" is merely a case of a calm desire overriding a violent one.
"What we call strength of mind, implies the prevalence of the calm
passions above the violent." (T. 418). According to Hume, the
operation of the faculty of reason is very similar to that of the
calm passions in that both of them produce little or no emotional
aglitation in the agent. This is why it is easy to confound the one
with the other. In Hume's words:

Reasonessexerts itself without producing any sensible emotion..e

every action of the mind, which proceeds with the same calmmess

and tranquility, is confounded with reason by all those, who

Judge of things from the first view and appearance..sWhen [the]

passions are calm, and cause no disorder in the soul, they are

very readily taken for the determinations of reason, and are
suppos'd to proceed from the same faculty, with that, which

Judges of truth and falsehood., Their nature and principles

have been suppos'd the same, because their sensations are not
evidently different. (T. 417. See also T. 437e)
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Hume's whole account has been obscured by his taking calm and
violent passions as two things of the same kind, and by his faculty
talk about reason. Whereas the rationalists think that there may
be a conflict between reason and passion, Hume thinks that there
may be a conflict between a calm passion and a violent one - a
conflict which, according to him, the rationalists mistake for what
they call "a combat of reason and passions", Both the rationalists
and Hume are wrong here. If, as I have said following Ryle, the
calm and the violent passions are two different kinds of things
such as a current and an eddy are, then there cannot be a conflict
between theme Two currents can conflict, but a current cannot
conflict with an eddy. And against the rationalists I must say that
if talk about the faculty of reason is meaningless and useless,
then thelr talk about the combat of reason with passions is equally

meaningless and uselesse

Indeed, the whole controversy between Hume and the rationalists
on this matter has been a nonsense., Hume says that it is easy to
confound the operation of the calm passions with that of reason
because "their sensationsare not evidently different.”" As I have
said, there is no sensation or upsettingness about the calm passions
at alle And as I showed in the first chapter, we can hardly
meaningfully talk about the faculty of reason. When these things
are taken into consideration, the nonsensical character of the

controversy between Hume and the rationalists becomes obvious.
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The faculty of reason neither overcomes nor is overcome by the
passions not because, as Hume thinks, some people confound the
operation of the calm passions with that of reason, but because there
is no such thing as the faculty of reason and because it i1s diffi=-
cult to understand a calm or mild operativeness (not motivational
but emotional operativeness) of certain passions. Those who make

the mistake of thinking of a "combat of reason and passions"

do so because they wrongly believe in the faculty of reason. And
Hume's mistake is two=fold: First, he, too, like the rationalists,
believes in the faculty of reason, and secondly, he wrongly thinks

that an inclination can be in conflict with an agitation.

If Hume had said that making reasonings and reflection, i.e.,
"judging of truth and falsehood", has some similarity with the
mental states which are not agitations, then he would have been
right., But that would have no bearing on his controversy with the
rationalists on the question of "the combat of reason and passions".
I therefore conclude that Hume's use of the doctrine of calm passions
as a psychological account of the rationalists' and
common people's belief im "the combat of reason and passion"

has been a muddled and unnecessary onee.

Hume's second use of the doctrine of calm passions is in the
field of moral conduct, but it has a bearing on that of conduct
in general. Here again, he tries to explode the rationalist myth

that the faculty of reason is the sourcc of morality while, un-~
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fortunately, his own language remains in the rationalist tradition
that there is such a thing as reason. But apart from his controversy
with the rationalists on this subject, his constructive suggestion
that the rules of morality and the impartiality of our point of

view are based on "a general calm determination of the passions,
founded on some distant view or reflection", on some passion for
social converse or some ulterior passion, is very sensible and
illuminating. ILet us see what Hume says about this special way in

which the calm passions operate.

In his discussion of "the origin of the natural virtues and
vices" (Treatise, Book III, Part III, Section I), while replying
to the question why our sentiments of morals do not vary when the
sympathy on which they rest varies becausc of the "continual
fluctuation of our situation, with regard both to persons and things",
Hume points out that were we to consider peoplc only from our
"peculiar point of view" it would lead us to "continual contradict-
ion". Hence we "fix on some steady and general points of view."
€. 581-582)« If we have to Judge people from their relation to us,
then, since such personal factors constantly change, it would lead
to confusions and disorder. To overcome this difficulty we frame
"certain general rules of morality", so that we take an impartial
point of view,

When we form our judgments of persons, merely from the

tendency of their characters, to our own benefit, or to
that of our friends, we find so many contradictions to our
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sentiments in society and conversation, and such an un-
certainty from the incessant changes of our situation, that
we seek some other standard of merit and demerit, which may
not admit of so great variation. (T. 583).

Such an invariable and impartial standard, Hume admits, it is
difficult to practice: " 'tis seldom we can bring ourselves to
it." Here we mistake the need of having and using the impartial
standard as a requirement of reason wherecas, in fact, it is simply

a calm determination of the passionse

'Tis seldom men heartily love what lics at a distance from
them, and what no way redounds to their particular benefits;

as 'tis no less rare to meet with persons, who can pardon
another any opposition he makes to their interest, howcver
Justifiable that opposition may be by the general rules of
morality. Here we are contented with saying, that reason
requires such an impartial conduct, but that 'tis seldom we

can bring ourselves to it, and that our passions do not readily
follow the determination of our judgment. This language will
be easily understood, if we consider what we formerly said
concerning that reason, which is able to oppose our passion;
and which we have found to be nothing but a general calm determi-
nation of the passions, founded on some distant view or re-
flection. (T. 583).

To confuse the operation of calm passions, that is, the use of
certain rules of conduct, a certain objective and impartial standard,
Wwith the operation of the faculty of reason which is "cool and dis-
engaged" involves an abuse of language. This is what is "vulgarly

called reason". (T. 419). In the Enquiry Humc clearly states this:

Our affections, on a general prospect of théir

objeets, form certain rules of conduct, and certain
measures of preference of one gbove another: and these
decisions, though really the result of our calm passions
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and propensities, (for what else can pronounce any object

eligible or the contrary?) are yet said, by a natural abuse

of terms, to be the determinations of pure reason and

reflections (E. 239).
Let us note that if there is no faculty of reasson, then the ra-
tionalists are mistaken ab initio in thinking that the rules of
morality are "determinations of rcason". The very attempt to prove
or disprove that the faculty of reason determines our moral conduct
is wronge On this count both the rationalists and Hume are equally
guilty. But Hume's superiority over his rationalist opponents lies
in the fact that he clearly realizes that actions and decisions, both
moral and nonmoral, presupposc attitudes and desires. He also comes
to see that moral conduct proper is not a matter of desire alone,
but that such a desire or preference has to be supported by con=-
siderations of and reflections upon facts. Moral conduct depends on
s general calm determination of the passions, founded on some
distant view or reflection.” I shall discuss Hume's views on

morality in detail in the second part of the enquiry.

It is an appropriate place to consider how some philosophers have
misunder stood Humes Baier, for example, in criticizing Hume's view
that our end is not determined by reason but by passion, maintains
that there are cases which indicate that the agent often frustrates
his strongest and most persistent passion in order to gain an end
which is determined by good reasonss, Let us take two cases from

Baier:
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(1) A great deal of Jones's behaviour, his going on long
and dangerous missions, giving many parties; drinking
a lot, may be explained by his end: curing himself of
his love, which is his strongest and most persistent
sentiment, passion, or desire. Yet, his end 1s to rid
himself of it, and his behaviour is explained in terms
of the end he is aiming at. Hence, it cannot be his
passions which determine his end, for his end is not the
satisfaction, but the frustration, of his most obtrusive
passion.

(2) It may be my end to track down the murderer although I
know that it is my brother and although I dread the
moment when I shall succeed. In one sense of 'desire' and
'want', I do of course desire and want to find him, for it
could not be my end to find him if I did not (in any sense)
desire or want to find him. But in another, more obvious,
more literal sense, I do not want or desire to find him.
I abhor, I dread, I hatc to think of the moment of success.
Nevertheless, I overcome all this in pursuing my end.2

To see how Baler has misunderstood Hume, or, at least, has not
taken a complete account of his philosophy, let me point out the
following. (1) Hume does maintain, as we shall see (ppe 176-177 below)
that the agent cannot justify his ends by means—end type of reasonse
When a supposed end can be Jjustified by the agent by such reasons,
then it is no longer his cend or his ultimate end, but merely a
means or a preliminary end. Ends are chosen for their own sake.

(2) As T have said in this chapter, Hume holds that people sometimes
act from a "settled principle of action", and such a principle may
be formed by a "calm desire™, Such a principle of action may

be to "fix on some steady and general points of view" while

'K. Baier, The Moral Point of View, ps 264s

2Ibid., DP. 263.
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ignoring one's "peculiar point of view" which often leads to
"eontinual contradiction". To overcome confusion and disorder we
frame "certain general rules of morality", take an impartial point
of view. This is what Hume calls "a general calm determination of
the passions, founded on some distant view or reflection." Such

a calm determination of our desires may also result in "a predominant
inclination" to avoid doing foolish acts. Hume clearly recognizes
that the desires may be "corroborated by reflection and seconded by
resolution.” Now, when an agent has formed his settled principle
of action as that he should not act foolishly, he may act like
Jones (Baier% first case} when he comes to realize that the lady
whom he loves does not reciprocate or is already mairied. And when
his settled principle is to act from an impartial point of view or
to follow certain general rules of morality, he may track down his

brother who is a murderers

Now, it seems to mec that Hume does not deny that our ends
and actions are often determined by what Baier calls "good reasons',
Such good reasons, as I understand from Baier's examples, are that
one should not act from a partiel point of view, that one should not
act foolishly, that one should not hesitate to hand over the mure
derer to the police even if he is one's brother, that one should not
try to love a girl who is married or does not reciprocate, etc.
Someone who accepts such good reasons realizes that he should not

do any of those things not because by so acting he would fulfil
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some of his ends, but because these are his prineiples or follow
from his principles, He finds, on reflection, that these are re-
commended by his settled prineciple of action or his predominant
inclination. These are the sorts of thing he really likes or de=-
siress He does not like to live in a "continual contradiction'.
When his acts are guided by his good reasons, then his strongest
desire ("strongest desire" in the appropriate sensc which I have
attributed to Hume) is to be so guided. This is how Hume could
reply to Baler. He could say that what Bailer calls good reasons
are not means to an end but ends in themselves. Jones' reason for
getting rid of his love is not a means to something else but
implies his ultimate desire to awoid unhappiness. If Jones desires
to get rid of his futile love not because such a love i1is against
his principles but because this would fulfil some of his ends,
then "to get rid of love" is not an cnd but merecly a means.
Similarly, if the person who desires to track down his brother
does so not becausc his settled principle of action is to act in
such an impartial manner but because this would lead to some othcr
end of his, then "tracking down the brother who is a murderer" is

not an end but merely a means.

Considering Baier's criticisms in the above manner I do not
see that he has established anything against Hume. His phrase
"good peasons" is merely another expression for Hume!s "general

calm determination of the¢ passions, foundcd on a distant view or
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reflection" or "impartial point of view", etc. Hume has made a few
more factual assertions which are matters of common experiences He
rightly says, "'tis seldom we can bring ourselves to" an impartial
point of view (T. 583). Or, "...there is no man so constantly
possessed of this virtue, as never on any occasion to yield to the
sollicitations of passions and desire." (T. 418). Indeed, people
who can track down their brother who is a murderer knowing that he

would be executed are very rare.

It is now necessary to observe the following: I suppose that

Hume would be inclined to explain Jones's conflict or the conflict
of the person who wants to track down his brother who is a murderer
as a conflict between two passions: one violent (the desire to love
in Jones's case, or the desire to let the brother remain free in

the other case) and another calm desire (to frustrate his love in
Jones's case or to track down thc brother in the other cnse). Hune
would be wrong in this sort of explanation, because, as I have tried
to show following Ryle, there cannot be a violent passion which is
also a desire, and p desire cannot be calm or mild in emotional
quality. What Hume would have to say, and could consistently say,
is this: Jones is in conflict between two desires. One of them is
what he introspectively considers to be more intense than the other,
but in fact it is the weaker one because it does not lead to action.
The stronger one, which causes action, is what coincides with his

settled principle of action. Hume could say the same sort of thing
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about the second case. (It is obvious that Hume's acceptance of ..
this position would not affect his reply to Baier.) It may be re-
called here that the senses of M"stronger desire" (also "strongest
desire") which I attributed to Hume in the last chapter are these ¢

(1) The desire which the agent, on reflection, reports to be the

more intense one. (2) The desire which leads to action, or will
lead to action when other things are equal. The stronger desire which
causes an action in a situation of conflict is necessarily the
"stronger desire" in the second sense. It may or may not be the

stronger desire in the first sense of "stronger desire'.

I think that what at first appcars to be a quarrel over a
philosophical issue between Hume and his critics is really a verbal
one. If we agree with Hume to restrict the use of the term "reason"
to a faculty which makes deductive and inductive reasonings, or by
avoiding Hume's muddled faculty talk, if we use "reasons" only
for deductive and inductive inferences , judgments and beliefs,
then the kind of conduct which Hume's critics describe as "due
to reason™ is not so except incidentally. Such actions are not
directly caused by reasons but by some desires, although, Hume
would grant, these may be aided by the agent's beliefs and re-
flection, i.e., reasons. These desires, when “corroborated by
reflection and resolution®, form general rules of conduct, an
objective, impartial point of view. As motives they may be very

strong. On the other hand, if we grant to Hume's critics an
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extension of the term "reason" as an impartizl sentiment to
follow general rules, or something like this, then of course
actions can be determined by reason, and in this sense, can be called
"reasonable" or "rational"., But we must remember that whatever
course we may adopt Hume is not guilty of any logical error. I1f
we use the word "reason" in his restricted manner, then we have
to grant him that it is improper to call the forming of "certain
general rules", "an impartial standpoint™ and being guided by them
as "due to reason". Let me quote here Macnabb's objection to
Hume as a further illustration of the point at issue.

I regard Hume's account of "that reason which is able

to oppose our passion"e...by generalizing it in the

interests of stability, coherence and the intelligibility

of language, as one of the most valuable suggestions to be

found in his philosophye My only objection is to his saying

that this use of the term "reason" is loose and improper.

On the contrary, it seems to me that this is just the sort

of mental process which we usually and properly call
"being reasonable".’

Surely this cannot be considered as a philosophically important
objection at alle I do not think that it is an important philosophi-
cal problem to decide how to use a certain word, in our case the
words "reason" and "reasonable". What is really important is to

decide what does or does not follow from the use of a word in a

1
D.G.Ce Macnabb, David Hume, His Theory of Knowledge and Morality,

Poe 193.
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particular sense. I do not see how Hume can be regarded as guilty
on this count. I would rather say that Hume has done a good ser=-
vice by showing us that if we use "reason" or "reasons" and "reason=-
able" (and their correlates) only for the things which he has used
them for, then the place of reason in conduct is limited, and
certainly different from what Hume's rationalist opponents thought

it to be.

Before I conclude the first part of my enquiry let me make a
few more observations. It may be easy to be misled by Hume's
language, such as that reason is the slave of passions, that it is
not unreasonable or contrary to reason to prefer the destruction
of the world to the scratching of one's finger, and many other
similar statements. One may come to think that Hume is perhaps
preaching some kind of irrationalism. I think that this would be
a gross misunderstanding of Hume., What he has tried to prove,
and I think he has proved, is not that all our actions are un-
reasonable or irrational, but only that the question of reasonable-

ness or rationality, strictly speaking, does not apply to actions,

given his meaning of "reasonableness". If he had used the corre-
late of "reasonable" which is "rational", phen he would say that
actions are, properly speaking, "non-rational™. This is a con-
clusion which we must accept if we properly understand him. The
important thing is the distinction between what is theoretical and

what is practical, between what can be true or false and what can
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be laudable or blameworthy. This is what has come out clearly from

Hume's discussion of reason and conduct.

We must also note that Hume has not denied that judgments,
beliefs and reasonings (i.e., the things which, he thinks, can be
reasonable or unreasonable) have a role in conduct. These have a
very important place in our actions. Without these, the kind of
actions, which Hume considers, cannot even occur. These accompany
our actions. And if there is any sense in which actions can be
reagonable or unreasonable, then it is because of the reasonable-
ness or unreasonableness of these accompanying belief's or judg-
ments., Such judgments or beliefs aboﬁt existence of objects or
about means to ends (reasons) do have a justificatory role too;
but they justify only the agent's adopting his means, and not his
ends. Thus in Hume's philosophy, reason does have a role to play
in conduct. But Hume would insist that this does not make his
rationalist adversaries victorious. This in no way shows that
reason can and ought to rule over passions. If without a desire,
a belief or a judgment cannot produce an action, then the demand
to be motivated by a belief alone (without a desire), or to subsume
adesire under a belief, would be pointless. However, Hume's
rationalist opponent might reply that his notion of a faculty of
reason 1s different from Hume's. It is broader than the one
which makes only demonstrative and inductive inferences. If the

controversy now takes this direction, then neither the rationalists
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nor Hume would be able to prove anything. As I said, one can attri-
bute anything to the faculty of reason in the absence of our know-
ledge of what this faculty is. I think that to see the value of
Hume's philosophy it is better to ignore his quarrel with the
rationalists and take his points independently of his controversy

with them.
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REASON AND (SPECIFICALLY) MORAL CONDUCT

IN HUME'S PHILOSOPHY



136

PART TWO: REASON AND (SPECIFICALLY) MORAL
CONDUCT 1IN HUME'S PHILOSOPHY

SYNOPSTS

VII. THE PLACE OF REASONING 1IN MORALS: SEVEN
ARGUMENTS OF HUME

A symmetry between Hume's discussion of the place of reason in
conduct generally and that of the place of reason in specifically
moral conducte. A note on Hume's expression "Moral distinctions
[are] not deriv'd from reason". Argument 1:~ As Hume has stated
it, the argument is invalid. My reformulation of the argument: it
shows that moral rules and judgments are not conclusions of reason-
ing. Reply to Raphael's objection. Raphael talks in an even more
obscwre language than Hume's. Argument 2:- As Hume has stated it,
it is obscure. My reformulation of the argument. The reformulated
version establishes that the moral merit or demerit of an action
has nothing to do with "reasonableness" and "unreasonableness" in
Hume's sense of these epithets. Argument 3:- It is not a main
argument but merely a reply to Wollaston's view that the falschood
of a judgment which accompanies an action is the foundation of
moral deformity. The argument rightly underlines the distinction
between two questions, namely, whether an action is moral and
whether an action is reasonable or intelligent. Argument 4:- It
shows that reasonings and beliefs do not constitute the sufficient
condition for reaching a moral decision, but it does not deny that
they may be necessary conditions., Hume's presentation of the argu~
ment in his faculty language and some philosophers! criticism in

an equally obscure language. My presentation of the argument without
Hume's faculty talk, Argument 5:-= It tries to establish that moral
Judgments originate in a manner similar to that of aesthetic appre-
ciation. It is an analogical argument, and hence not conclusive.
Argument 6:~ It tries to establish that moral distinctions are not
discerned by reasonings of either type (demonstrative or inductive),
A consideration of the argument step by step. Kovesi's criticism
of the first part of the argument is misplaced. An examination of
Kovesi's criticisms of the distinction between facts and valuess
The fact-value distinction breaks out within Kovesi's "formal ele-
ment". A consideration of Broad's and Raphael's criticisms. The
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second part of the argument is supposed to prove that we do not
arrive at our notions of vice and virtue by inductive reasonings;
but, instead of this, Hume argues gs if his point is that we cannot
"perceive" vice or virtue. This confusion in Hume has given his
critics an opportunity to criticize him. Uy attempt to show that
the second part of the argument is valid when it is properly refor-
milated. Argument 7:= It makes a number of claims: the only one
which is correct is that when we choose to do virtuous acts we have
a pro-attitude towards doing such acts., The logically good reason
to be virtuous is that we desire to be so. Hume has not been re-
futed by the criticisms of Broad and the rationalists. Baier's

and Broiles' criticisms are misplaced. My arguments that Hume is
not a psychological hedonist. Baier's and Broiles' claim that ends
can be accounted for by "good reasons": Hume's alternative account
of this claim,

VIII. THE FINAL ARGUMENT OF THE TREATISE: HUME
ON "IS™ AND "OUGHT"

The standard interpretation of the "is—ought" passage is correct

as far as it goes, but it fails to note how the passage is connect-
ed with argument 6. MacIntyre's interpretation that Hume is claiming
here that the transition from "is" to "ought" is difficult but can
be made, is wrong. Arguments against MacIntyre. Kydd's inter-
pretation: Statements about "obligation" or "ought" cannot be de-
rived from statements containing any other moral term. Broiles!'
acceptance of this interpretation and his additional remark that
"ought"-propositions cannot also be derived from any factual pro-
position. Both Kydd and Broiles are wrong. My arguments against
thems Broiles' muddled formulation of Hume's account of promisinge
Kydd's and Broiles' interpretation is based on a misunderstanding
of Hume's notion of moral judgments. The status of the statements
about "moral obligation" and that of statements containing other
moral terms are basically the same in Hume's philosophy. Kydd and
Broiles fail to see that the passage is connected with argument.6.
The correct interpretation: "ought"-propositions or propositions
containing moral terms cannot be derived from "is"-propositions -
this is supported by the nature of both demonstrative and inductive
reasonings. Hume's commentators' failure to notice this is due to
the presence of a muddle, the same muddle which is present in the
second part of the sixth argument. An examination of Searle's
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counter-example to Hume's thesis about the fact-value distinction.
Searle's argument is invalid because an evalustive element
surreptitiously enters into one of the steps of the argument.
Summary and conclusion.
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THE PLACE OF REASONING IN MORALS: SEVEN
ARGUMENTS OF HUME

In the first part of my enquiry I confined myself to Hume's
discussion of the place of reason in actions generally, saying
almost nothing about his views on the place of reason in speci-
fically moral conducte In this part I intend to discuss this.

Here my main purpose is to interpret (when necessary) and examine
those arguments of Hume which are designed to show that we do not
maeke our moral distinctions by reason and that when we choose virtue
as an end, our choice is not made by reason. I shall also examine
some criticisms of Hume's argument. I shall not be concerned, except
incidentally, with his positive view about how we make moral dist-
inctions by a moral sentiment. I shall try to give a complete
account of his arguments as they are presented W®oth in the

Ireatise and in the Enquiry. Some of the arguments are the same

in both the works. I shall arrange their sequence in my own manner
to facilitate my enquiry. I believe that this will not in any way

affect Hume's points.

It may be well to reiterate what I said earlier about the
two different senses in which Hume has used "reason" in his

studies of induction on the one hand, and actions and morals on
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the other. In the first, "reason" refers to a faculty responsible
for making only deductive arguments while in the second "reason"
refers to a faculty which makes both deduction and induction. This
change in meaning of "reason" does not create any special difficul-
ty. But what does create a difficulty is Hume's faculty talk about
reason, If we take Hume's use of "reason" as referring to a faculty,
then most of his arguments remain obscure. Indeed, if we intend

to Jjudge Hume's arguments, as they are expressed (ieee, in a faculty
language), and in the light of his controversy with his rationalist
opponents, then we enter into an obseure areca, We then have to
Jjudge whether or not the faculty of reason makes moral distinctions.
This, in itself, is neither intelligible nor interesting; it seems
meaningless to me. As I have sald in the first chapter, there is
no such thing as the faculty of reason. So there is no such
question as whether or not the faculty of reason can make distinct-
ions between good and bad, right or wrong. Also, there is no such
question as whether or not one's adherence to virtue is due to one's
faculty of reason. In view of what I have Jjust said, it may be
tempting to reject Hume's arguments outright. But this will be a
mistake, because in his presentation of some of the arguments, his
real point is that moral distinctions are not arrived at by way of
deductive and inductive reasonings and empirical beliefs, And he
has sald many philosophically important things in these arguments.

One of my main concerns will be to free his arguments from his
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faculty talk. My reformulation of his arguments will be intended
to free them from obscurity and to find whatever valuable things
there are in them. I shall reformulate his arguments only when it
is necessary to do so, and even when I do this, I shall try to
present them keeping them as close as possible to his intended

meaning.

There is a symmetry between Hume's discussion of the place of
reason in conduct generally, and that of the role of reason in
specifically moral conduct. Just as reason plays a subsidiary role
in conduct, so here in matters of moral distinctions reason remains
equally subordinate to passions and feelings. His conclusion about
the place of reason in conduct which I have discussed in the first
part of my enquiry, is now used to show the ilmpotence of reason

in the origination of moral rulcs and judgmentse

Before I proceed to discuss Hume's arguments, I  must meke one
comment on the expression of his claim in the Treatise, that
"Moral Distinctions [are] not deriv'd from Reason". (Te 457).
It may be easily taken as "Moral distinctions are not caused by
reason." In this sense, it is a very odd thing to say. Surely a
distinction is not the sort of thing which can be an effect. How-
ever, as it will appear from my discussion of his arguments, what
he really means by this is that the moral rules and judgments of good

and bad, right and wrong are not the kind of things which we obtain
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and to which we adhere by reasonings. I shall now take up Hume's

argumentse

Argument 1 :- This argument is stated in the Treatise
(Te 456-457)« As Hume puts it, "Morals excite passions, and pro-
duce or prevent actions. Reason of itself is utterly impotent in
this particular. The rules of morality, therefore, are not con-
clusions of our reason". (T. 457). Stated in this way, the argu-
ment is not valid. First of all, it is not clear how the term
"morals" in the first premiss is to be taken, Considering the
conclusion of the argument and the general context of the discussion
in which the argument appears, we may perhaps take the term to mean
"moral rules and judgments". But the introduction of "conclusions
of reason™ in the conclusion creates another difficulty. Then
again, Hume's faculty talk about reason makes the argument obscure.
However, I think that the argument can be given a valid formulation
while avoiding his faculty talk. Thus we may reformulate it as

follows:

Whatever is a conclusion of & piece of reasoning (deductive
or inductive) does not by itself produce or prevent

actions.
Moral rules and judgments excite passions, produce or prevent
actions,.
Therefore, moral rules and judgments are not conclusions of
reasonings.

It is true that this reformulated version is not quite the same as

Hume's argument, but it seems to me that it is not far from Hume's
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intended meaning. I think that in view of what I said earlier
(pp.32£58énve)begarding Hume's view that a reasoning by itself cannot
cause an action and that a desire is the immediate cause of an
action, the first premiss will be acceptéd. It is a very plaus=
ible premiss, and I do not. think that there is a single case which
goes against it. However, there are problems about the second
premisse It may be said that there is an inconsistency between
this premiss and what Hume says about causation of actions. If a
desire is the immediate cause of an action, then moral rules and
Judgments, which are not desires, cannot directly cause actions.
And, if it is said that although moral rules cannot directly cause
actions, they may nevertheless arouse a desire to acty then it may
be pointed out that in $his indirect manner reasonings also cause
actions. As we have seen, Hume does not deny an indirect influence
of reasonings on actions. Then what is the difference between
reasonings and moral rules as far as their influence on actions is
concerned? I think that this difficulty can be removed if we note
Hume's view of moral rules. I have said in cormection with his
doctrine of calm passions that moral rules and Judgments and our
adherence to them, according to Hume, are due to the operation of a
calm desire or sentiment or an ulterior passion or a passion for
soclal converse. They are, in other words, expressions of a certain
desire. A desire which is expresssed in a certain form may cause

actions. In this scnse we may say that moral rules and judgments
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may cause actions, It is true that the main job of moral rules

and judgments is practical, i.e., to influence conduct. This is
evident from the way they are expressed. Az Stevenson 5ays,
"eeedoubtless there is always Some element of description in ethical
Judgments, but this is by no means all. Their major use is not to

indicate facts, but to create an influenoe."1 In this respect,

reasonings and conclusions of reasonings (deductive or inductive)
are different. Their primary function is not to influence conduct,
although they may serve our desires and thus indirectly play a role
in conduct., Hume also supports the second premiss in some such

manner. He says:

If morality had naturally no influence on human passions
and actions, 'twere in vain to inculcate it; and nothing
wou'd be more fruitless than that multitude of rules and
precepts, with which all moralists abound. Philosophy

is commonly divided into speculative and practical; and as
morality is always comprehended under the latter division,
'tis supposed to influence our passions and actions, and to
go beyond the calm and indolent judgments of the under-—
standings And this is confirm'd by common experience, which
informs us that men are often governecd by their duties, and
arc deter'd from some actions by the opinion of injustice,
and impell'd to others by that of obligation. (T. 457).

We may note that herc Hume does not say that moral rules and judg-
ments must always cause actions. He says that men are often govern~

ed by their duties. That moral rules and Judgments, as express-—

1
C.Le. Stevenson, "The Emotive Meaning of Ethical Terms", Readings

in Bthical Theory, ed. Sellars and Hospers, pe 419. See also his
Bthics and Language, for instance, pp. 13, 207.
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ions of desires, may sometimes fail to cause actions is not stran-
geo As Hume himself observes, "Men often act knowingly against
their intercst: For which reason the view of the greatest poss-—
ible good docs not always influence them." (T. 418). A strong-

er immoral desire may lead a man to act immorally even though he
may have a weaker moral desire or awareness of a moral rule. I
have considered this sort of situation of conflict before, and
tried to show that thcse can be taken care of by Hume's explana-

tory model of actions.

There is one objection to thisarmgument, raiscd byRa,phael,1
which we may consider here. Raphael contends that Hume has not
proved his point. According to him, Hume is here concerned with
showing that moral distinctions (distinctions between right and
wrong) are not judged or discerned by reason, but his argument at
best proves that "reason is not the moral faculty only in the sen-
se in which 'moral faculty' means the faculty moving us to moral
action, not in the scnse in which it means the faculty that dis-
cerns the morality of actions."2 This objection is based on a
failure to grasp Hume's use of such phrases as "derived from rea-
son", "discerned by reason" or"judged by reason,' According to Hume,

that which judges cannot (by itself) move one to action, and,

1D. Raphael, The Moral Sense, pe 49.

2Ibid..
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therefore, that which moves cannot judge. Thus, "moral faculty"

(if we are allowed to replace "morals" by this phrase in Hume's
first premiss, "Morals excite passions, and produce or prevent
actions"), being something which moves one to action cannot also
be something which judges. This is Hume's complete bifurcation of
theoretical from practical matters. Raphael's objection is really
against the premiss that whatever is derived from reasonings does
not move, and not against the validity of the argument. So, his
statement that "Hume's argument is invalid, quite apart from the
doubtfulness of the premisses" is not accurate; at least, it

does not apply to my formulation of Hume's argument. However, the
question of the doubtfulness of the premisses is an important one.
But, from what I have said above about the premisses, they seem

to bhe sound.

I find such phrases of Raphael as "reason as the moral faculty
meaning the faculty moving us to moral action" and "reason as the
moral faculty meaning the faculty that discerns the morality of
actions" very obscure. If, in Raphael's manner, we consider Hume's
argument as concerned with the question whether there is a faculty
of reason which is also a faculty which Jjudges right and wrong,
then it must be noted that the important thing is not whether Hume
has settled this question, but that there is no such question to
be settled., Talk about the faculty of reason and further talk

(like Raphael's) about such a faculty which has one part of it



17

which judges morality, another which judges truth and falsehood
etce are nonsensical. I think that if we intend to find out what
is valuable in such arguments of Hume, then the better course to
adopt is to dig up their meaningful contents from such obscurity,
and not to criticize them in an even more obscure language such

as Raphael uses,

Argument 2:-= This is a main argument and is linked up with
what I said about Hume's distinction between the theoretical and
the practical fields in the first part of this enquiry. The argu-—

ment appears in the Treatise (T. 458). Hume argues as follows:

Reason is the discovery of truth or falsehood. Truth or
falsehood consists in an agreement or disagreement either
to the real relations of ideas, or to real existence and
matter of facts. Whatever, therefore, is not susceptible of
this agreement or disagreement, is incapable of being true
or false, and can never be an object of our reason. Now,
'tis evident our passions, volitions, and actions, are not
susceptible of any such agreement or disagreement; being
original facts and realities, compleat in themselves, and
implying no reference to other passions, volitions and
actions. 'Tis impossible, therefore, they can be pronounced
either true or false, and be eithcer contrary or conformable
to reason. (T. 458).

Hume next points out that since passions, actions and volitions
are neither true nor false, i.e., not objects of reason, it follows

that their moral merit or demerit has nothing to do with reasons

The argument, as quoted above, is obscure in certain respects,

and, further, herehis preoccupation with only one aspect of his
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theory of truth mekes the argument unsound. But T think that the
main point of the argument is true. This can be brought out by a
slight alteration in the argument. First let us note the diffi-
culties in Hume's formulation of the argument., Here Hume tells
us that truth or falschood consists in an agreement or disagree-
ment to real relations of ideas or real matters of fact, but it is
not said of what this agreement or disagreement is, This is per-
plexing since agreement or disagreement is always between two termse
Secondly, it is very difficult to be sure why he has italicized
the word "real" twice. Let me take the following:

An example of proposition concerning relations of

ideas: "242 = 3V,

An example of propositions concerning matters of
fact: "All crows are white".

Here the questions are: (1) Is it reason (a faculty) which dis-
agrees with the propositions "2+2 = 3" and "All crows are white"?
Or, (2) is it that, in the first proposition there is a disagree=-
ment between the "idea' of "242" with that of "3", and in the
second, a disagreement between the idea of "crow" and that of
"whiteness"? If (1), then what does it mean to say that reason
disagrees (or agrees) with "242 = 3" or with "All crows arc white"?
An intelligible answer is impossible in view of Hume's use of the
concept of a faculty of reason here., If (2), then one must see
that at least in terms of Hume's theory of impressions and ideas,

according to which an idea is nothing but a mental image or copy,
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it is impossible to make sense of how the idea of "242" can be

in disagreement with that of "3", because there cannot be any such
idea (image) as "2+2" or "3", although Hume sometimes inconsistent-
ly uses the word "idea" for such notions. (For example, on Ds 69
of the Treatise he refers to philosophical relations depending

entirely on ideass)

(3) There is a third possibility. Hume may be taken to
mean that it is a "judgment of the understanding" which is in
agreement or disagreement with something real. I think that this
is vhat Hume means here;, This interpretation can be substantiated
by the fact that in another place, where Hume presents his distinct-
jon between the theoretical and the practical, he says that the
opposition to truth and reason "oonsists in the disagreement of
jdeas, consider'd as copies, with those objects which they repre-
sent", and that "nothing can be contrary to truth or reason, except

what has a reference to it, and seothe judgments of our under-

standing only have this reference.” (T. 415-6, my underlining ).

Unfortunately there is a difficulty here which concerns Hume's
judgments about the relations of ideas. According to his argu-
ment here, such judgments of the under standing,like judgments of
matters of fact, must agree or disagree with what they are taken
to represent, that is, if they are to be true or falses But such
Judgments or propositions (and let it be noted that Hume restricts

them to those concerning "proportions in guantity and number",
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i.e., mathematical propositions) do not contain copies of any-

thing real, they do not "represent any object." For there is no

way in which any object could be such gs to falsify them., But,
then, why has he put the word "real" before "relations of ideas"
here? Considering the context of the argument a plausible amswer
seems to be that here he is trying to cmphasize the contrast between
moral "judgments" on the one hand, and judgments concerning matters
of' fact and relations of ideas on the other. He means that moral
Judgments, properly speaking, are not judgments at all, or as he
puts it later, "Moralitye... is more properly felt than judg'd of."
(G 470). To see this let us consider the following: "2+42 = 4"
really is a judgment of relations of ideas. "All crows are black"
really is a judgment of matters of fact. But, "Stecaling is wrong"
is not a judgment at all. So the word "real", as it has been used
before "relations of ideas", does not refer to any object. It is
now clear that if we take "judgments of the understanding" and
"something real" as the two terms of agreement or disagreement, then
Hume gets into difficulty with his judgments of relations of ideas

which do not represent anything real.

I think that in this argument Hume is wrongly and unnecessarily
insisting on using the correspondence theory of truth for both kinds
of judgments of the understanding. He neceds to consider the truth
or falsehood of the two kinds of judgments in two different mannecrs.

He knows very well about the two ways in which the truth or falsity
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of the two kinds of judgments is determined. Judgments of relations
of ideas are truec or false a priori, "by the mere operation of
thought, without dependence on vwhat is anywhere existent in the uni-
versce" (E. 25)e This is his own lesson. And judgments of matt-
ers of fact are true or false empirically. They can be empirically

tested and their truth or falschood is determincd a posteriori. To

bring this closer to his correspondence theory of truth, on which
he is insisting in the present argument, we may perhaps say that
judgments of matters of fact are true or falsc by virtue of their
agreeing or not agreeing with what is real or existent in the world,
and this may be empirically verified. The upshot of the discussion
is that there are two ways in which something can be truc or false,
and in this respcct only judgments of the understanding can be true
or false. We can now usc this conclusion and reconstruct Hume's

argument 2 in three stages as follows:

(1) Only judgments of relations of ideas and Jjudgments
of matters of fact can be true or false,
Actions, passions and volitions are not judgments
of any of these kinds.
Thercfore, actions, passions and volitions cannot
be true or false, ‘

(2) Vhatever is not true or false, or is not connected with
truth and falsechood, is not rcasonable or unreasonablce.
(This follows from Hume's way of using "reasonable" and
"unreasonable".

Actions, passions and volitions are neither true nor
false, nor are they connccted with truth and falschood.
Therefore, actions, passions and volitions are not
reasonable or unreasonable.
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(3) If something is neither reasonable nor unreasonable
then none of its qualities has anything to do with
reasonableness or unreasonableness.

Actions, passions and volitions are neither reasonable
nor unrcasonablee.

Therefore, the moral quality of actions, passions and
volitions has not anything to do with reasonableness or
unreasonableness,

I think that now the argument is valid. It underlines the distinct-
ion between the theorctical and the practical matters once againe
But it should be noted that here the conclusion is based on Hume's
restricted and arbitrary senses of "reasonable™ and "unrecasonable®.

I already discussed the arbitrary nature of his senscsof these

epithets. (Sece pp. 54-55 abovee)

Argument 3:~ It is presented in the Treatise (T 459-461).
In this argument Humc tries to show that the fact that a judgment
"attending" an action may be true or falsc does not prove that the
action thercby becomes moral or immoral. One kind of judgments
attending actions arc those which may indirectly influence condﬁct.
These are judgments about the existence of objects or about means
to ends. These may often be false, but here the mistake is only
one of fact, and an action influenced by such a false judgment (e.g.,
"If T take the train to Perth, I shall go via Sydney") need not be
morally reprehensible, ZErrors in the discovery of the proper means
to an end are "innocent and draw no manner of guilt" upon the agent

"I am more to be lamented than blamed" for such errors. To say that

although a mistake of fact is not moral or immoral yet a mistake of
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right is, will not do,; because this already presupposes an objective

right and wrong.

There is another kind of judgment which may be said to
accompany our actions, e.ge., "a person, who through the window,
sees any lewd behaviour of mine with my neighbour's wife, may be so
simple as to imagine she is certainly my own." But, Hume points out,
the falsity of the judgment of the simple person obviously will not
make one's action immoral. Hume makes this point only to reply to
Wollaston's view that "such a falsehood [of judgments] is the
foundation of all guilt and moral deformity." (Te 461). Hume makes
a few interesting observations against Wollaston's views (T. pp. 461~
462, footnote). First, if the tendency to cause error were the
essence of moral distinctions, then even inanimate objects could be
vicious or immoral, because such a tendency takes place in these
objects tooe It will not do to say that inanimate objects do not
possess freedom and choice, since in this context the only thing
which has been recognized as meking an action immoral is the ten-
dency to cause erroneous judgments, and not freedom and choicee
Secondly, there are cases where we take care to hide our intention.
If the tendency to cause error is the source of immorality, then in
those cases many of our actions which are recognized as immoral,
would be moral. In the casec of one's lewd behaviour with another's
wife, if one takes precautions, such as shutting the windows so

that a simple man cannot make a false judgment about the action,



154

or in the case of a burglary, if the burglar takes all precautions
to cause no disturbance, then such actions would not be immoral.

On the other hand, for the same reason, squint-sighted people
would become immoral. Thirdly, when we maintain that actions
associated with our judgments are virtuous or vicious on account
of the truth or falsity of those judgments, we annex some ante-
cedent rule of morals to this species of truth or falsehood. But
the problem is not solved thereby, because we require to give

reason for calling a falschood immoral. It thus begs the question,

This argument (argument 2) is not a main argumente. But we may
notice here one important thing, namely, that Hume has kept moral
considerations separate from considerations of prudence. The
question whether an action is moral or immoral is different from
the question whether an action is reasonable or unreasonable,
intelligent or foolish., Accordingly, an action may be reasonable
(that is, accompanied by a true judgment or belief) and yet immoral,
It may be noted that those who would object to this separation of
reasonableness from morality, by saying that in ordinary language we
often use "reasonable" and "moral’, "unreasonable" and "immoral®
interchangeably, would not really make any point against Hume,
because here Hume is not concerned with propriety of languagee.

He could say that given his senses of the words, his conclusion
followse

Argument 4i- This argument appears in the Enquiry (ppo 289=
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291). It has some similarity with the argument which I have just
considered in that here, too, one of the things which Hume tries
to show is that a mistake of fact is different from a mistake of
right. Here Hume makes a comparison between "the disquisitions of
the understanding" and moral deliberations, and thereby tries to
establish that morality is a matter of sentiment and not determined
by reasons In speculative sciences wWhen one determines something,
one considers the known relations and then infers some new relation,
For example, in geometry one examines a triangle and the given
relations of its parts in order to determine the proportions of its
lines. But in morals one has to learn all the facts and all the
relations before meking a moral decision, and no new relation or fact
is inferred: all that happens is that "a new impression" of appro-
®ation or blame, esteem or contempt is felt., As Hume puts it:
sesafter every circumstance, every relation is known, the
understanding has no further room to opcrate, nor any
object on which it could cmploy itselfs The approbation
or blame which then ensues, cannct be the work of the
Judgment, but of the heart; and is not a speculative
proposition or affirmation, but an active feeling or senti-~
mentes In disquisitions of the under standing, firom known
circumstances and relations, we infer some new and unknown.
In moral decisions, all the circumstances and relations must
be previously known; and the mind, from the contemplation

of the whole, feels some new impression of affection or disgust,
esteem or contempt, approbation or blame. (E, 290) .

Perhaps not all philosophers will agree with Hume that in the
"disquisitions of the understanding", particularly in the mathe-

matical ones with which hec expresses his point, we infer something
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unknown from the knowne (I am thinking particularly of Wittgenstein
in the Tractatus who said that all mathematical propositions. say

the same thing, namely, nothing.) But this would not seriously
damage Hume's argument, since in the other variery of the disquisit-
ions of the understanding, i.ec., reasonings concerning matters of

fact or inductive reasonings, we do pass from the known to the unknown.

The important point to note in this argument is that Hume here
clearly indicates that reasonings have a role to play in particular
moral deliberations or decisions. He admits that a decision in order

to be moral must be preceded by the agent's knowledge and belief's

about"all the circumstances and relations". This is surely an ad-

mission that use of reason is a necessary condition to arrive at a

moral decision proper, but this does not show (ond this is the point
which Hume chiefly has in his mind here) that reasonings and beliefs
(reason) consitute also the sufficient condition for us to reach
moral decisions, that the rationalists' thesis is a correct onee.

Our moral judgments or our approval or diapproval of certain charact-
ers or actions depend on feeling or sentiment, although this senti-
ment or feeling has to be "well-informed" in order to cause a moral
decision proper. That we need something morc, some feeling or senti-
ment, apart from having all knowledge and belicfs relevant to a
character or action, in order to make a moral decision, may also

be seen in the following way: one may know all the facts and re-

lations involved in a situation and yet one may not be morally
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moved, It should however be noted that such a formulation of
Hume's point might not be acceptable to him, In the Enquiry,

Hume makes a psychological generalization that factually infor-
ed people will have the same moral Jjudgments or will have an
approbation for the same objects becausc there is a moral senti-
ment common to mankind., (Hume however allows that there are cases
where, even after being factually informed, an agent may not be
moved by his moral sentiment because of his self=love, But Hume

thinks that such cascs are very rare.)1

Some critics of Hume think that in this argument Hume has not
proved that rcascn (they'ﬁoo,take reason as a faculty) cannot make
moral distinctions, although they seem to approve of Hume's ad-
mission of a rolc which the faculty of reason plays in arriving

at a moral choice. Thus Raphael remarks, "In this argumentees

I agrce with Stevenson that this generalization is dubious. (See
C.L. Stevenson, Ethics and Language, pp. 275-276, 136). Macnabb
does not agree with Stcevenson (Macnabb, O0ps. Cite, DPPe 193—194.)
He thinks that Hume's analysis of moral terms as reccommendation
for universal adoption "presupposes a universal motive or motives,
which will make all mon accept that recommendation. Benevolence
(or sympathy) [the moral sentiment] would make all men accept
the same recommendations; benevolence is present, however weak, in
all normal men". (Ibida, pe 194). I shall express my views on
Hume's analysis of moral terms and moral judegments later. But
even if' it is true that when I say that "X is good or virtuous" I
rccommend X to all pcople, this does not prove that therc is a
common moral scntiment, although, as Macnabb (and Hume) rightly

thinks that such a sentiment is presupposcd in making such re-—
commcndations.
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Hume allows that reason judges of fact, but has failed to prove
that it may not also judge of r:n'.ght."1 And Broad says,"...the
premisses of this argument are quite compatible with the view that
Reason plays a much more important part in ethics than Hume allows."2
I think that these critics may be right only so long as we take
"reason” to mean a faculty, But as I said in the first chapter,

it is an arbitrary matter to ascribe any speclal power or activity
to reason when we do not know what this faculty is. By taking
reason to be a faculty it is easy to postulate in it, in the

manner of these oritics, some power which makes moral choice,

and also, like Hume, to postulate other powers, which make deducti-
ve and inductive inferences. Hume's point may be made in a simple
manner without the difficulties involved in his formulation of the
argument. We may say that deductive reasonings and inductive
reasonings (and belicfs) have certain characteristics, namely, in
them we infer something from something given in a certain manner,
In their character as reascnings or inferences, there is no feel-
ling involved. But in a moral choice we do not make that kind of
inference, and here we have a distinct feeling or sentiment in-
volved. A logically impeccable reason for any moral choice cannot
be obtained unless we refer to some feeling or sentiment or appro-
bation. Hence, making a moral choice is different from making

a deductive or an inductive inference. Morality is not a matter

1Raphael, ope cit., p. 69.
Broad, ops cit., p. 112.
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of reasonings alone.

Argument 5:- Hume presents this argument in the Enquiry
(pp. 291—293). Here he tries to establish an analogy between
morals and aesthetics. In aesthetic appreciations "all the relat=
ions are beforehand obvious to the eyes" Just as in moral delibera-
tion all the circumstances must be previously known. In the form-—
er, after all is "known", we feel "a sentiment of complacency or
disgust." If we consider a circle, we shall notice that its beauty
is not one of its qualities but depends upon the peculiar fabrie
of structure of the mind. The same is the case with moral delibe-
rationse In Cicero's description of the actions of Verres, there
is no reference to Verres' turpitude, because "Verres' turpitude"
does not name a property of Verres; it refers to the feeling in
the person who thinks about the actions of Verres.s "eeeWe MUStees
acknowledge, that the crime or immorality is no particular fact or
relation, which can be the object of the understanding, but arises
entirely from the sentiment of disapprobation, which, by the
structure of human nature, we unavoidably feel on the apprehension

of barbarity or treachery." (E. 292-293).

This argument is analogical and therefore is not conclusive,
However it does seem to make it very probable that moral judgments
originate in a manner similar to that of aesthetic appreciations.

It adds weight to Hume's other arguments which claim that morality
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is not determined by reason.

Argument 6:- This argument is stated in the Treatise
(T 463-469) and a part of it is to be found in the Enquiry
(E. 287-289, 293), This is perhaps the major argument which Hume
presents against the rationalists. It is based on his view that
there are two kinds of reasoning, those about relations of ideas
and those about matters of fact. The argument is that if moral
distinctions are discerned by reasonings ("reason"), then they must
be determined by either of these two types of reasoning. But they
are not so determined., Therefore, moral distinctions are not dis-
cerned by reasonings("reason"). I shall consider the argument step

by stepe.

(ég). This step is concerned with the question of whether moral
distinctions consist in reasonings concerning relations of ideas or
demonstrative reasonings. If demonstrative reasoning is responsible
for our making moral distinctions, then it must be one of the four
relations (i.e., resemblance, contrariety, degrees in quality,

and proportions in gquantity and number) which does the job. If it
is one of these relations, then moral distinctions are nothing
unique to human actions but something applicable to inanimate ob-
Jects as well, because these relations are common to both human

beings and inanimate objects.

(62') Hume, however, allows the possibility that it could be some
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other relation, not one of his list, which might be responsible

for our making moral distinctions. But he imposes two conditions
which such a relation must fulfil. One of these conditions is that
the relation must be such that any rational being must act in
accordance with it. It is not enough that such a rclation should be

the same for all such beingse.

'"Tis one thing to know virtue, and another to conform the
will to it. In order, therefore, to prove, that the measures
of right and wrong are eternal laws, obligatory on every
rational mind, 'tis not sufficient to shew the relations

upon which they are founded: We must also point out the
connexion betwixt the relation and the will; and must prove
that this connexion is so necessary, that in every well-dis-
posed mind, it must take place and have its influence."

(Te 465).

In other words, if someone is morally obliged to act in a certain
way, then hc will necessarily act in that way. Hume conceives the

necessity here as causal. According to him, it is impossible to

fulfil this conditione.

One objection to this argument is that Hume's notion of obli-
gationy; as it occurs here, is an odd one. Thus Raphacl contends,
"fhen we say a man 1s morally obliged to act in a certain way, Wwe
do not mean he necessarily will act in that Wa;y..."1 I do
not think that Raphael's objection can hold, because it is
based on what is ordinarily meant by such words as "obligation",

whereas Hume is criticizing thce rationalists who maintain, as

1Raphael, ope Cit., pe. 61
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Hume points out, that the measures of right and wrong are eternal
and that the effects of those relations are necessarily the sames
Although Hume himself shares the view that moral Jjudgments are
necessarily practical, this is quite independent of his present
argument against the rationalists. However, Raphacl does not noti-
ce the valid point which Hume makes here: to show that there is

a certain relation between an action and a situation is not the same

as to show that one ought to do the action,

(6a") The other condition which a proposed new relation (or re-

lations) must fulfil is as follows:

As moral good and evil belong only to the actions of the

mind, and are deriv'd from our situation with regard to
external objectsy the relations, from which these moral
distinctions arise, must lic only betwixt internal actions,
and external objccts, and must not be applicable either to
internal actions, compared among themselves, or to external
objects, when placed in opposition to other external objccts,
For as morality is supposcd to attend certain relations, if
these relations coul'd belong to internal actions consider'd
singly, it wou'd follow, that we might be guilty of crimes in
oursclves, and independent of our situations, with respect

to the universe: And in likc manner, if these moral relations
cou'd be apply'd to external objects, it wou'd follow, that
even inanimate beings wou'd be susceptible of moral beauty
and deformity., Now it seems difficult to imagine, that any
relation can be discover'd betwixt our passions, volitions

and actionsy compared to external objects, which relation
might not belong either to these passions and volitions, or

to these external objects, compar'd among themselves.

(T. 464-465) .,

Hume compares between a case of parricide and the destruction of a
parent tree by a sapling. He says that it is impossible to f£ind

any relation which would stand between a parricide and his external
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situation in which he acts but would not stand between a sapling
and its killing of the parent trec by outgrowth. In the Enquiry

Hume gives Nero as an example of a parricides

This argument has been criticized by several philosophers.
Kovesi euc'guesJl that moral notions, such as those of vice and virtue,
are a matter of following rules, and these rules are rules for our
behaviour. Non-human objects cannot form moral notions, since they
cannot follow rules in the way required for having moral notionse
"If Hume's oak trees had formed the notions of parricide and murder
their lives would be governed by rules as well as by the 'laws of
nature! ".2 I wish to dwell on Kovesi's criticism of Hume at a
certain length since it is connected with his further criticism of
Hume's distinction between facts and valuess I shall here anti-
cipate a few things which I shall discuss in the second part of
Hume's prescnt argument and in the third part of the thesis. First
of all, the above-mentioned objectiem of Kovesi does not seem to
affect Hume's claim that moral distinctions arc not derived from
demonstrative reasoning. Hume argues that demonstrative reasonings
are concerned with relations of ideas, and that therefore if moral
distinctions were a matter of this species of reasoning, then they

would depend on some relation. To refute Hume, 1t seems, one would

13, Kovesi, Moral Notions, pe 56e
2Tbid.
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have to point out the sort of relation which he demands, or else one
would have to show that his notion of demonstrative reasoning is

wrong. But Kovesi does not do any of these things.

However, it seems that Kovesi tries to bypass this problem
by claiming that the rule-following activity which (according to
him) is involved in forming moral notions is essentially a rational
activity. As he says, "...the very activity of following a rule is
a rational aotivity."1 "Not only non-moral but also the moral
notions arc formed by reason; what I mean by this is that the
rule=following activity which is essential for the formation of
any notion is the samec type of rational activity in both oases."2
Thus, according to Kovesi, the formation of the moral notions, such
asy vice and virtue, is a rational activity. This, he would perhaps
claim, goes against Hume's view that moral distinctions are not
derived from reason. (Note that this would still not show what is
wrong with Hume's notion of "reason", and specifically demonstrative
reason or reasoning which concerns the argument of Hume which we
are considering. However, to facilitate discussion, I shall
ignore this problem.) Now, if this is what Kovesi means, then
there are other problems for him. He has to show what is so
rational about following rules. The word "rational", when directly

used for actions, is an evaluative words, (Hume's use of such words

‘Ibid., p. 23.
2Tbid., ppe 71-72.
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as "rational" or "reasonable" is quite different. He uses "recasonab-
le" directly not for actions but for judgments, beliefs, etc. For
nim "reasonable" means "true", and the claim that a judgment is
reasonable or true can, at least in principle, be settled. But,

as T shall show in the third part of the thesls, it is impossible

to settle the question of the reasonableness of an action.) Hence
the question arises as to why that kind of activity is raticnal.

As for the problem of the rationality of rule~following activity,

T have already argued that there is nothing essentially rational
about following rules, that following rules is neither a necessary

nor a suffiocient condition for rational conduct. (See above

PP 66-69.)

Kovesi, however, is trying tolrcak down the very distinction
between facts and values, description and evaluation, so that, I
suppose, he would object to my assumption that he is using the word
"rational" in a merely evaluative way. It seems to me that his
attack on Humc in the present context and elscwhere is merely an
attempt to sharpen his main point which is that the distinction
betwéen facts and values is a mistaken one, the proper distinction
being that between what he calls "material element" and "formal
element". As he says, "Thc way in which we move from the material
element to what we claim a thing or act or situation to be is what

has often been confused with the '"move from description to evalua-
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tion.' n According to him, to understand such acts or situations
as involving certain notions, for example, vice, virtue, murder,
eto., what we need is the formal element. It is this formal ele-
ment of murder, for example, which makes certain (different)

pieces of human behaviour, cege, driving a knife into the victim's
heart, strangling him, pushing him over the cliff, etc. into acts
of murder.2 His notion of formal element is further expoundecd in
these words: "..ewe know what this object is only in so far as we
know that this is the same as that, and that and that.“5 If asked
about how we come to form the notion of "rational activity", I
suppose, Kovesi would say that Jjust as in the casec of the formation
of any notion, here, too, we need the formal elcment, that is, the
element which would enable us to sece that this rational activity is

the same as that, and that and that.

But I do not see how Kovesi can succeed in breaking down the
distinction between evaluation and description by introducing his
notions of formal and material elcments., It may be true that by
following rules, by being able to see how this is the samc as that,
and that and that, i.ec., by the formal element we are able to under-
stand which cases are cases of murder or vice or virtue or rational

activity. But what happens to the feeling of approbation or dis-

21—bid., Pe Z}-o
5Ibid., p. 23.
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approbation, the pro- or con-attitude, which is inevitably involved
in the uses of the "Janus-WOrds"1 (which have both a descriptive

as well as a laudatory or pejorative force), such as "murder',
"vice", "virtue","rational activity", etc.? It secems to me that
Kovesi's theory of formal and material elements does not take pro-
per care of this clement of feeling or attitude. By the formal ele-
ment of vice for example, someone may perhaps understand that this
act of vice is like that, and that and that, but this does not give

us a complete account of what one means when one says that a certain

act is vicious.,

I find Kovesi's distinction between "material" and "formal
element " very obscure. He is of course right in pointing out that
many of our notions cannot be elucidated in terms of immediately
observable qualities, or by noticing Humean "impressions". So far
he is right in saying "murder is not a perccivable object in the
world, nor does it consist of perceivablc relations between objects."
(Kovesi says this in criticism of the second part of the sixth ar-
gunent which I shall consider very soons) But nor is electric
force a perceivable objecct or consist of percecivable relations bet-
ween objcctse One can reject a positivistic or operationalist

philosophy of science without rejecting the fact=value distinction.

1I borrow this useful term from Nowell-Smith., See P.H. Nowell-Smith,
Ethics, pp. 100, 107.
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The legal concept of murder is a factual one, cven though not
analysable in terms of perccptible qualities. (One has to refer to
legal statutes, common law precedents etc.) The moral concept of
murdor is an evaluative one, That is one might say "I don't re-
gard this as murder (say, amercy killing) even though from the
strictly legal point of view it is murder." Now I suppose that both
the legal and the moral concepts of murder are formal ones in Ko=
vesi's senses The fact-value distinction breaks out within his
"formal element", and hence the material-formal distinction does

nothing to shed light on thc matters

Kovesi has some good hits at ways in which philosophers in the
past have made the distinction, c.ge Moore's consideration of
"yellow" versus "good" or Hume's challenge to find some perceptible
quality (Which I shall soon discuss), as though a non=perceptible
quality could not perfectly well be factual and non-evaluatives. But
this does not show that there is not a perfectly sensible distinct=
ion, even though some philosophers have not explicated it as clear=-
ly as they might have, Kovesi's account seems only to shed dark-
ness (because of what I said earlier that the fact-value distinction

breaks out within Kovesi's "formal element™).

Kovesi is in a sense right when he says "if our subject
matter is the relationship of an acorn to an ook tree, as one

destroys the other according to the laws of plant physiology and
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chemistry, not even the strongest attitude of disapproval on our
part could turn this into a notion about which we could form a
moral notion."1 Hume has overlooked the pointlessness of morally
condeming involuntary or non-voluntary actions: moral disapproval
is useful only because it affects actions. But this presupposes

a utilitarian or quasi-utilitarian morality. We can imagine

people having a morality which condemned inanimate obJjeccts (what
about Jesus and the fig tree?). Such a condemnation can be evelua~-
tive, but it seems to me to be pointless. Hume overlooked the fact
that from our moral standpoint it would be pointless to condemn the
young oak tree for killing its parent. But he is correct in noting
that we do not, and so though Hume has overlooked an important
element in the situation (voluntariness versus non-voluntariness)
what he says is true enough. The evaluative element is still ne-
cessary for "murder" if this term is to have ethical implicatione.
Could we not imagine men who refuse to evaluate voluntary actions
t00? They regret them but do not condemn them. Such men would be
silly in so far as condemnation is socially useful, but they can
existe Then for them Mmurder" would become a non=moral word (per-
haps purely legalistic, or would mean simply "intentional killing").
Tt would cover killing in self-defence, killing for gain, mercy-

killing, execution of criminals. Such a concept is possible and

Kovesi, ope clte, Do 25
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would be "formal" in Kovesi's sense (so far as I understand Kovesi)
but would not be evaluative, as is our present (non—legalistic)

concept of "murder".

Tt seems to me that Broad's criticism of Hume's argument here

is more in the right direction. Broad argues as follows:

Nero and his mother had minds, whilst we believe that

trees had not. In virtue of this difference Nero and

his mother stood in a mental relation in which the trees

could not have stood. And we condemn Nero in respect of his

emotions and intentions towards a person who had certain

emotions and intentions towards him,?
Raphael points out that Broad has succeeded in showing only that
there are mental states in the case of the parricide and not in
the case of the trees. But in order to refute Hume, Raphael remarks,
e must show that there are different relations in the case of the
parricide or Nero, not merely that there are mental qualities or
states which are not possessed by the oak or elm."2 Raphael's
argunent does not seem to be convineing., If we grant that Nero
and his mother had minds, then surely it may be allowed that there
would be relations between the mental states of Nero and those of

his mother. And such relations would be different from relations

between non-mental statese

1Broad, ops cite, p. 111

2Raphael, ope cite, ppPe 58=59.
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However, I think that Hume has invited these difficulties
unnecessarily, His main point in this argument is that moral dist-
inctions are not discerned by demonstrative reasoning, And, as he
maintains, such reasonings are concerncd with only four kinds of
relations mentioned in his list. It is unnecessary for him now
to consider the possibility that there might be other kinds of re-
lation which are available in matters of moral distinctions and which
night be trcated by demonstrative reasonings. And it seems to me
that even if Hume wishes to extend the list of "relations of ideas"
(which he really does not wish), there would be no relation(certainly
not the relations between mental states which Broad mentions) in
the moral domain which would be the "objects of knowledge and cer-
tainty"., Indeed, Hume's definition of demonstrative reason is such

that moral distinctions cannot be made by such reason,

(6b) This step is concerned with the question of whether moral
distinctions arc made by reasonings concerning matters of facte

In the Treatisc Hume states the argument as follows:

eseit [morality] consists not in any nmatter of flact, which
can be discover'd by the understanding. This is the second
part of our argument; and if it can be made evident, we may
conclude, that morality 1s not an object of reason...Toke any
action allow'd to be vicious; wilful murder, for instance.
Exanine it in all lights, and see if you can find that matter
of fact or real existence, which you call viccee.In which-ever
way you take it, you find only certain passions, motives,
volitions and thoughts...The vice entirely escapes you, so
long as you consider the objectse. You can never find it

till you turn your reflection into your own breast, and find
a sentiment of disapprobation. (T« 468-469),
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In stating the same argument in the Enquiry, Hume takes ingratitude
as an example of crime, and asks:

Enquires.swhere is that matter of fact which you call

here crime; point it out; determine the time of its

existence; describe its essence or naturej explain the
sense or faculty to which it discovers itself. (E. 287).

Admittedly, the argument is intended to be "the second part" of the
sixth argument which is designed to prove that the distinection
between vice and virtue is not "discover'd by the understanding.”
If it were discovered by the understanding or reasoning, vice and
virtue, i.e., moral distinctions, should be an object of either
reasoning concerning relations of ideas or reasoning concerning
matters of fact. (T. 463). But, first, vice and virtue are not the
objects of the first species of reasoninge. This is the first part
of the argument which I have considered under (ég). Now, "the

second part" should be an attempt to prove that vice and virtue

are not the objects of the sccond species of reasoning either., But
unfortunately Hume has not stated the argument quite in this manner.
As he has expressed it, one may easily think that Hume is here
asking us to "see" or "find", i.c., perceive vice and virtue in
their instances, and that since they cannot be thus perceived, he
concludes that they are not "objects of reason". The underlying
assumption may be taken to be that if morality consists in reasoning
concerning matters of fact, then we should be able to perceive the

matters of fact called virtue and vice. This misleading formulat-
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lon of the argument has occasioned 2 criticism from
Kovesi. Kovesl argues as follows:
We cannot but agree that not only is vice not a matter
of fact or real existence that we can observe, but that
murder likewise is not a perceivablc object in the world,
nor does it consist of perceivable relationships between
objectss The conclusion from this, however, is not that
therefore virtue and vice, murder and kindness are not the

objects of our reason. Rather what follows from this is
simply that they are not the objects of our senscsel

If we take Hume's formulation of (6b) seriously, then Kovesi's
criticism seems to be a valid one. Indeed, if the question is

that of how we can perceive vice, then obviously the very attempt
to answer it would be wrong unless the word "perceive" is used in

a very unusual sense. But, in fact, (6b) is not supposed to be
concerned with a question like this, As I have said (pp.48-19 akove),
by "reasonings concerning matters of fact" Hume means "inductive
inferences"s, So the point of (6b) should be that we cannot arrive
at our notions of moral good and evil, vice and virtue, by way of
inductive inferences. In the light of this, I think that the
argument can be given a valid reformulation. In inductive inferen—
ces, as Humc conceives them, we infer about unknown cases from some
known cases, the unknown cases being gimilar to the known ones.

Now, how can we make an inductive inference about vice or virtue

1Kovesi, ope cite, pe 18.
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from cases which we do not know to be vice or virtue? This seems
impossible. We oan make an inductive inference like the following:
"X1, X2, X3 which we have so far observed are cases of vice.
Therefore, the next X will also be a case of vices" But, then, we
already have a notion of vice, whereas the guestion here is to infer
vice from observed cases which we do not kmow to be vice. The point
of the present argument is that rcasonings concerning matters of

fact simply do not apply to such ethical inferences.

It may be noted that this reformulation of (ég) avoids Kovesi's
criticism, because here we do not have to perceive vice or virtue;
the point is that reasonings concerning matters of fact are irre-
levant to inferences about what is called "vice" or "virtue".
Kovesi remarks that murder is not a matter of fact; according to
him, strictly speaking, what should be matters of fact in Hume's
sense are what Kovesl calls "the material element of a vicious
act", for example, "that someone drives a knife into his victim's
heart, or administers poison, or pushes him over a cliff".1 This
I may admit. But an admission of this does not affect my reform-
ulated version of (éﬁ), for even from such material elements of
murder it is not possible to frame an inductive argument in order

to infer vice.

T think that the argument 6, as I have restated it, is free

1Ibid., PPe 61, L.
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from the difficulties of Hume's formulation of it. Indeed, if the
rationality or reasonablcness of moral distinctions is to depend
only on whether they are arrived at by way of demonstrative reason-
ings or inductive reasonings, then these distinctions are not ration-
al or reasonable. Hume does not deny that reasoning has a part to
play in matters of moralse. He recognizes that when we reach a
particular moral decision, we have to know "all the circumstances
and relations" relevant to a case, that "much reasoning should pre-
cede", that "reflection™ does takc place in this mamner in our
meking of particular moral judgments and decisions. But the point is
fhat what we take ultimately to be virtuous or vicious (our notion of
ultimate good) is not a matter of reasoning or reflection. The
notions of virtue and vice themselves are not arrived at by way of

reasoninge.

Argument 7 :~ Hume presents this argument in the Enquiry

(E. 293), Let me first quote it:

It appears cvident that the ultimate ends of human actions

can never, in any case, be accounted for by reason, but re-
commend themselves entirely to the sentiments and affections

of menkind, without any dependence on the intellectual facul-
tiess. Ask a man why he uses exercise; he will answer, because
he desires to keep his health. If you then enquire, why he de-
sires health, he will readily reply, because sickness is pain-
ful. If you push your enquiries further, and desire a reason
why he hates pain, it is impossiblc he can ever give any. This
is an ultimate end, and is never referred to any other objects

Perhaps to your second gquestion, why he desires health, he may
also reply, that it is necessary for the exercisc of his calling.
If you ask, why he is anxious on that head, he will answer,
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because he desires to get money. If you demand Why? It ?s

the instrument of pleasure, says he. And beyond this it

is an absurdity to ask for a reason. It is impossib}e

there can be a progress in infinitumjand that one Fhlng can
always be a reason why another is desired. Some?hlng mus?
be desirable on its own account, and because of its immediate
accord or agreement with human sentiment and affection.

Now as virtue is an end, and is desirable on its own account
without fee and reward, merely for the immediate satisfact-
ion which it conveys, it is requisite that there should be
some sentiment which it touches, some internal taste or
feeling, or whatever you may please to call it, which disting-
uishes moral good and evil, and which embraces the one and
rejects the other. (E. 293).

Here Hume is saying a number of things. First, he argues
that ultimate ends (or ends against means) cannot be accounted for
by the faculty of reason., The ground for this claim is that such
ends cannot be justified as means to further ends. In the first
sentence, "accounted for by reason" seems to mean "accounted for
by the faculty of reason" whereas in the other sentences "reason
why" and "ask for a reason" refer to a means—end type of reason.
Hume's first sentence in the quoted passage 1s indeed misleading,
because of his faculty talk. If there is no such thing as the
faculty of reason, then it is not worth while to try to prove that
something can or cannot be accounted for by such a faculty. I
shall therefore regard Hume's claim that ultimate ends cannot be
accounted for by the faculty of reason as a muddled and meaning-
less one. But it should be noted that Hume's claim that an ulti-
mate end er an end against means cannot be justified by a means-end

type of reason is a true one, because the very notion of an end is
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such that it cannot be so Jjustified. It should also be noted
that here Hume does not deny that one can justify one's act of
adopting a means by a means-end type of reason. In reply to the
question "Why do you take exercise?", the answer "Because I want
to keep myself fit" justifies the agent's taking exercise. The
means~end type of reason (belief) causes as well as justifies the

agent's choice of the means.

Hume has not proved here that a sentiment or feeling "distin-
gui.shes moral good and evil". But we may grant him that since to
act virtuously is an end and not a means to some further end, one's
choosing to do such acts cannot be justified by means-end type of
reason; we choose to do virtuous acts because we desire to do so,.
If this is Hume's claim then its truth can be seen more clearly if
we use Nowell-Smith's phrases, such as "logically good reason",
"logically impeccable reason", "pro-attitude", and "con—attitude".1
We give a logically good or impeccable reason (i.e., a reason which
leaves no room for the question "Why do you do that?") for our
having an end only when we express a pro-attitude towards the end.
The logically good reason for wishing to be virtuous or to do cer-
tain virtuous acts, taking them as ends, is simply that one has a
pro-attitude towards vrtue.Once this is understood, no further rea-

gon can be asked for why one chooses to be virtuous. The belief

1Nowell-Smith, op. cit., chapter 8,
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that virtue (taken as an ultimate end) has a certain characteristic
is not a logically good reason to be virtuous. Unless one already
has a pro-attitude towards virtue; one will not be virtuous. (This
is tied up with Hume's gencral theory of causation of actions

according to which an action must be preceded by a desire.)

I think that it cannot be denied that the logically impec-
cable reason for one's chooseing morality or virtue depends ulti-
mately on one's sentiment or desire. Suppose that morality consists
in some relations, as the older rationalists would have us be-
licvee Or, suppose that it consists in our "rational insight"
into the value of virtue or morality, as Broad would like to ar-
gue against Hume herEaT Woukd this show that one accepts virtuc
because of one's perceiving certain relations? Or, would this
show that one accepts virtue becausc of one's "rational insight"
irnto the value of virtue? Hume could ask Broad's virtuous man,
"Why do you act virtuously?" +to which he would perhaps reply,
"Because I have a rational insight into the value of virtue.”

But this would be an admission that he already values or has a
pro=attitude towards virtue. To put it in Hume's languagey
"it touches his sentiment.” If the rationalist replies to
Hume's question by saying, "Because in virtue I perceive cer=
tain relations", then Hume would further ask, "But why do

you cnoose to act in accordance with that which consists in

1Broad, ope Clt., pe 114,
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having those relations?" The logically impeccable answer can only

be that he likes or desires to be virtuous, that virtue touches his
sentiment., Indeed, if virtue is an ultimate end, "desirable on its
own account", then the only logically good reason for being virtuous
is that one has a pro-attitude towards it, or that it touches one's

sentimente.

Tt should be noted that in this argument Hume is not equating
the ultimate ends of human actions with the pursuit of pleasure and
avoidance of pain. These are simply two examples which he here
chooses to facilitate the illustration of his point. In place of
seeking pleasure and avoiding pain any other ultimate end of a
particular action could be inserted. Thus, if the ultimate end of
Sheh's present action is to help his poor villagers, then the follow-

ing Humean model of reason-giving process may be obtained:

Kadir: Why are you working so hard?

Shah ¢ To earn more money.

Kadir: Why do you want more money?

Shah : So that I may be able to save more morney.

Kadir: Why do you want to save more?

Shah : By saving more I shall establish a school in
my poor village.

Kadir: Why do you wish to establish a school?

Shah : By that way I shall help my people.

Kadir: Why do you want to help your people?

Shah : VWhy? I Jjust want it.

The above clarification was nccessary because some of Hume's
critics have shown needless concern with his examples of pleasure

and pain as ultimate ends. Thus, Baier,1 and following him

1Baier, ope cite, pPpe. 261-276.
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Broiles,1 maintain that pleasure and pain are not ultimate ends,
indeed that they are not ends at all because they do not fulfil
the criteria of an end. Ends, according to Baler and Broiles, are
things which one can gain or fall to gain, which are necessarily
somebody's, and the gaining of an end is clockable, and consists
in bringing something about. And "ends are not the same as what
we desire or want".2 But pleasure and pain do not meet these
oriteria. The words "pleasure" and "pain"‘'are used to indicate
how a certain person responds to certain pursuits, activities,
undergoings, experiences and sensations."5 Though Baier's view
of pleasure seems plausible, the same cannot be gaid of his view
of pain, However, if Hume's argument can be expressed in terms

of ultimate ends other than pleasure and pain, and if he is not

to be taken as a psychological hedonist, a consideration of whether
pleasure and pain are ultimate ends is not important., Even if
Baier's (and Broiles') view of pleasure and pain as not being ends
is correct, it will not apply to a Humean argument of the sort 1
have presented above. Broiles suggests that in the passage where
Hume presents argument / he expresses himself as a psychological
hedonis‘l:.LF Tndeed Hume has often been accused of maintaining this
doctrine. I shall take this occasion to remove this misunderstand-

ding of Hume.

1Broiles, Ope Cits, Dpe 39=48.
2Baier, Ope Ciltes Do 263
5Tpid., p. 268.

ABroiles, ope Cite, DDe 42-43.
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I take psychological hedonism as the theory which asserts
that it is only the prospect of pleasure or avoidance of pain
which motivates agents. The view is also expressed as "pleasure
and pleasure alone is desired as an end.”JI When "psychological
hedonism®™ is taken in this sense, Hume is not a psychological he-
donist. Notice that in the passage to which Broiles refers Hume
is not claiming that avoiding pain and secking pleasure are the
ultimate ends; he only says that "his hating pain® is "an [ my
underlining] ultimate end.” As McGilvary, in connection with his
discussion of Hume's altruism, rightly points out, according to
Hume pleasure and pain in some cases may be the ends sought, but
even in such cases it is possible to distinguish between the "anti-
cipated pleasure" (which is the end) and the "immediate pleasant-
ness of the anticipated pleasure” (which is the efficient cause of

our Seeking).2 In McGilvary's words:

1This is different from the doctrine which Broad calls "empirical
hedonism" and attributes to Hume. (Broad, ope cite., D 90.)
According to empirical hedonism, it is contingent that all or
most people feel approval when they contemplate what 1s pleasant.
The connection Between goodness and pleasantness is not necessary
but contingent., "It is logically possible that all or most
men should have been so constituted as to feel approval when they
contemplated what is painful or conducive to pain in human beings.
If so, character and conduct of this kind would have been good,"
(Ibid.)
2E.B. McGilvary, "“Altruism in Hume's Treatise," The Philosophi=-
cal Review, Vol. XII, 1903, p. 281.
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...for Hume an idea of future pleasure prompts to action,

not becausc it is an idea of future pleasure, but because,
and only in so far as, it is at present vividly pleassnt.
Hume's VieW...1s that when we are influenced by pleasure

to perform an action, we always act from pleasure, not al-
ways for pleasure; and that even when we do act for pleasure,we
do so because of the immediate pleasantness of the anticipated
pleasure., Pleasure is not so much an inducement and allure-
ment, it is rather an incentive and instigation. It is not
always an end, and even When it 1s an end, it is such only
because the pleasantness of the ildea of that end is an effi-
cient cause, in Hume's sense of cause.

1Ibid., In support of his view McGilvary presents the following

passzage from the Treabise:

«espain and pleasure have two ways of making their appearance
in the mind; of which the one has effects very different from
the other. They may either appear in impression to the actual
feeling, or only in idea, as at present when T mention them.
1745 evident the influence of these upon our actions is far
from being equal. Impressions always actuate the soul, and
that in the highest degree; but 'tis not every idea which

has the same effect. Nature has proceeded with caution in this
case, and seems to have carefully avoided the inconveniences
of two extremes.,.Nature has, therefore, chosen a medium, and
has neither bestow'd on every idea of good and evil the power
of actuating the will, nor yet has entirely excluded them from
this influcnce.ssThe effect, then, of belief is to raisc up a
simple idea to an equality with our impressions, and bestow on
it a like influence on the passions. This effect it can only
have by making an idea approachan impression in force and
vivacitye. (T. 118-119).

Kemp Smith agrees with McGilvary on page 142 of his book The
Philosophy of David Hume. Here, following McGilvary, he writes:
"Hume docs not, of course, deny that pleasure and pain may them-
selves be the ends sought | my underlining|, but even in such
cases we can distinguish between the pleasure sought as end

and the pleasantness of the idea of that pleasure which is the
efficient cause." Here, as I have underlined, Kemp Smith does
not deny that according to Hume pleasure may itself be the end
soughte. [Notice also that McGilvary does not deny that for
Hume pleasure may sometimes be the end sought. McGilvary's
view, which I take to be the right one, is that "when pleasure
is an oend” or "when we do act for pleasure" (i.e., pleasure may
sometimes be an end), the efficient cause of seeking pleasure




183

As we have seen in argument 7, Hume does not deny that seeking
pleasure or avoiding pain can be an ultimate end. His view is that
these are not the only ultimate ends. Indced, Hume has recognized
passions (desires) which are not "founded on pleasure and pain',
such as "the desires of punishment to our enemies, and happiness to
our friends; hunger, lust, and a few other bodily appetites,"
These passions may "produce" pleasure and pain but do not arise
from them, They arise from "a natural impulse or instinct, which
is perfectly unaccountable." (e 439). Then, again, he says that
the calm desires "are of two kinds; either certain instincts ori-
ginally implanted in our natures, such as benevolence and resent-
ment, the love of life, and kindness to children; or the general
appetite to good [pleasure], and aversion to evil [pain], consider'd
merely as suchs" (T. 417). So, desires for ends may be not only

for good (pleasure) but also for other thingse. There are other

places, too, where Hume expresses himself without a hedonistic
leaning. Thus we read, "what we commonly understand by passion is
a violent and sensible emotion of mind, when any good or evil

[ pleasure or pain] is presented, or any objecct [my underlining],

which, by the original formation of our faculties, is fitted to
excite an appetites" (T 437). That is to say, a passion may be

aroused not only by a prospect of pleasure or pain but also by

is the immediate plecasantness of the anticipated pleasure. This is
not to deny that sometimes pleasure may be sought as an end. | But
curiously, Kemp Smith goes on to say on page 164 of his book:
"Pleasure and pain, for Hume...are merely the efficient causes, not
the objects or ends of action." This is puzzling.



184

"any object". In view of such statements of Hume's it is difficult
to see how he can be regarded as a psychological hedonist. How=
ever, there are passages which may mislead Hume's readers., Far

instance,

The passions...are founded on pain and pleasure,
andes. .in order to produce an affection of any kind,
'tis only requisite to present some good or evil
[pleasure or pain]. (T. 438) .
McGilvary is inclined to interpret this in such a way that it
would appear that even in case of the passions which are founded
on pleasure and pain the object of the desire is not the pursuit
of pleasure., Even if McGilvary's interpretation of such passages
is not correct, these may be taken as lapsese It should be noticed
that such passages suggesting hedonism do not occur in the Book IIT
of the Treatise or in the Enquiry. Here again McGilvary's suggest-

ion is important:

A higher criticism of the Treatise might try to distinguish
between egoistic passages which were written first and non-
egoistic passages which were written efterwards inserted
without proper rewriting of older passages in the interest
of complete consistencyl." !

We may now return to Baler's and Broiles' criticism of Hume.
Actually, that pleasure or pain are not ends or ultimatc ends is
not their main pointe. Their main point is rather that ends can
be accounted for by "good reasons". Their contention is that

means-end type of reason, with which Hume is concerned, is only

TMoGilvary, ope. oite, pe 277
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of "a provisional and incomplete sort." I have already indicated
in Chapter VI that what these philosophers consider as "good
reasons" are not denied by Hume. In Hume's language, such good
reasons are "a general calm determination of the passions, founded
on some distant view or reflection". Such a calm and considered
determination of our desire may result in "a predominant inclina-
tion" to avoid doing foolish actions and also to avoid acting
immorally. I shall discuss the nature and limits of justification
by such good reasons in the third part of the thesis. Let us note
here that the claim that our ends can be determined by goed reasons
does not affect Hume's point (as I have construed it) that the

ultimate justification or logically good reasons for one's choosing

an end (e.g., to act virtuously) is given only when one expresses

a pro-attitude towards the end (e.g., doing virtuous acts). Baier
and Broiles have wrongly thought that by showing that pleasures and
pains are not ultimate ends, indeed that these are not ends at all,
they have succeeded in refuting Hume's point. But, as I have tried
to show, Hume's argument can just as well be presented by inserting
some other ultimate ends in place of plessure and pain, because

Hume is not a psychological hedonist. So Hume's claim that one's
choice of ultimate ends, e.g. to do virtuous acts, rests on one's
desire or sentiment and not on any means-end type of reason has not

been refuted.

It is time now to take up Hume's last argument in the Treatise.
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Since the argument is of great consequence and involves problems
of interpretation, I propose to discuss it separately in the next

chaptere.
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VIII

THE FINAL ARGUMENT OF THE TREATISE:
HUME ON "IS" AND "OUGHT"

The celebrated paragraph containing this argument (T.459=4.70)
deserves special consideration, Many philosophers think that the
fundamental problem of ethics has been expressed here. Again, some
critics have tried to show an inconsistency between what Hume sta-
tes here and his subsequent discussion of Jjustice and promises. As
I shall try to show, the argument in the paragraph has almost al-
ways been read out of its proper context as a result of which Hume's
intention here has been missed, I shall examine the different in-
terpretations of the paragpraph, and finally suggest one which I e

think to be correct. Let me first quote the paragraphi

I cannot forbear adding to these reasonings an obser—
vation which may, perhaps, be found of some importance.
In every system of morality which I have hitherto met
with, I have always remark'd, that the author proceeds
for some time in the ordinary way of reasoning, and
eatablishes the being of a God, or makes obscrvations
concerning human affairs; when of a sudden I am sur-
priz'd to find, that instead of the usual copulations

of propositions, is, and is not, I meet with no propo-
sition that is not connected with an ought, or an gught
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, 'tis necessary
that it shou'd be observ'd and explain'd; and at the same
time that a reason should be given, for what seems alto-
gether inconceivable, how this new relation can be a
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deduction from others, which are entirely different from it.
But as authors do not commonly use this precaution, I shall
presume to recommend it to the readers; and am persuaded,
that this small attention wou'd subvert all the vulgar systems
of morality, and let us see, that the distinction of vice and
yirtue is not founded merely on the relations of objects, nor
is perceiv'd by reason. (B. 469-470),

Henceforward I shall call this paragraph FAP (i.e., the para-

graph containing the final argument.) Let us now examine the diffe-~

rent interpretations of FAP.

1 The standard interpretation. This interpretation is given

or supported by such writers as Nowell=Smith, Prior, Haro.1 The

gist of this interpretation is that if we accept deductive reasoning
as the model of valid argument, then "ought"-statements cannot be
entailed by "is"-statement. For a clear statement of this inter-

pretation let me quote from Nowell-Smith:

Preely translated into modern terminclogy, what Hume means

is this. In all systems of morality we start with certain
statements of fact that are not judgments of value or commands;
they contain no moral words. They are usually statements
about God or about human nature, that is to say about what

men are and in fact do. We arc then told that because these
things are so we ought to act in such and such a way; the
answers to practical questions are deduced or in some other
way derived from statements about what is the case, This

must be illegitimnte reasoning, since the conclusion of an
argument con contain nothing which is not in the premises, and
there are no ‘oughts' in the premiscs.?

1Nowell—Smith, ope cite., pp. 36-38; Hare, The Language of Morals,
Pre 29, 44, also his Frecdom and Reason, ppe. 186=187; Prior, op.cit.,
PPe 32-33.

2Nowell-—Smith, ope Clte, Pe 37
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This interpretation, so far as it goes, 1s correct. It is a good

observation that Hume is making a logical point in FAP, His state-
ment in FAP that "ought" or "ought not" are "new relations", "en-
tirely different” from "is" or "is not", clearly testifies to thise.
But the difficulty with %his interpretation is that it gives only a
part of Hume's intention in FAP. It does not take into account

the last sentence of FAP, and FAP in its proper context. (In quo-
ting the paragraph Nowell-Smith has omitted its last sentence.) The
last sentence indicates how the argument in FAP is tied up with
argument 6 (see above pp. 160-174) which, as I tried to show,

was designed to prove that moral distindions are discovered neither

by demonstrative reasoning nor by inductive reasoning. Of course,

the muddle which I pointed out in argument(6b) (see above pps171-1 W)

continues into the last sentence of FAP. In argument (6b) instead
of arguing that inductive reasoning cannot show us what vice or
virtue is, Hume misleadingly expressed himself as arguing as if
the question was to perceive vice and virtue in their instances.
Similarly here in FAP his words are "perceived by reason". Hume's
point in FAP is this. That " 'is'ocannot be deduced from 'ought' "

is supported not only by deductive reasoning, but also by inductive

reasoning or reasoning concerning matters of fact. The standard

interpretation fails to see this last part of Hume's intention.
There is nothing wrong with the standard interpretation as far asg
it goes, only it needs to be supplemented by another part of Hume's

argument in FAP,.
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2. MacIntyre's interpretation. MacIntyre1 denics the correct-

ness of the standard interpretation. According to him, if the
standard interpretation is correct, then Hume himse¢lf, in his
account of justice, contravened his own prohibition. To say,

like Hume, that the justification of the rules of justice lies in
the fact that their observance is to everybody's long term interest
is to derive an "ought" from an "is". Moreover, MacIntyre argues,
"the contemporary disaprroval' (I take him to refer to disapproval
on the part of the proponents of the standard interpretation) of
deriving "ought" from "is" seems odd in view of their approval of
induction as reasonable. The proper interpretation of FAP, accor-
ding to him, should be that Hume is not arguing that the transi-
tion from Mis" to "ought" cannot be made, but 1s only saying that
it is a difficult transition. The transition becomes illegitimate
in the case of those who try to give morality a religious basis.
But it can be made legitimately, and the rest of the Treatise is an

attempt to show how it can legitimately be madea

I think that MacIntyre's arguments have been well taken
care of by Atkinson, Hudson and Flew (although ' Flew does not

specifically argue against MacIntyre).2 Here let me make a few

1A.C. MacIntyre, 'Hume on "Is" and "Ought"', Hume ed. V.C. Chappell,
Ppe 240-26).

2R.F. Atkinson, 'Hume on "Is" and "Ought": A Reply to Mr. liacIntyre!,
Hume, V.C. Chappell, ppe. 264=277; W.D. Hudson,"Hume on Is and Ought",
Hume, ed, V.C., Chappell, pp. 295-307; A. Flew "On the Interpretation
of Hume", Hume, ed. V.C, Chappell, pp. 278-286.
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additional remarks. First, the oddity which MacIntyre finds

in the contemporary disapproval of Hume on induction vis-8-vis
the contemporary approval of Hume on the unbridgeable gap bet-
ween facts and values, would be removed if he had noticed that the
problem of induction is not quite the same as that of Justifying
the derivation of "ought" from "is". Whereas therc 1s a general
agreement as to the goal of induction, no such agreement prevails
in the field of morals. Due to this, although a deductive demon-
stration of induction, as Hume shows, is impossible, yet we feel
that a justification of induction is necessnry and that it may be
possible. But this is not true about the problem of derivation
of "ought" from "is". The "oughtlpropositions, in the ethical
context, are rclated to a plurality of (alternative) goals, and
this frustratces any attempt to justify them. Indeed, the con-
temporary approval of induction as reasonable may not be well=-
founded. (I shall indicate in the third part of my enquiry why
this is so.) But that would not prove that the standard inter-
pretation is wronge. It seems to me that the present issue should

e considered independently of the problem of induction.

In the second place, let me take up MacIntyre's claim that
'if Hume docs affirm the impossibility of deriving "ought" from

1
nis" then he is the first to perform this particular impossibility.’

1MacIntyre, Ope Cite, Do 246,
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MacIntyre thinks that Hume mckes this derivation in his acoount of
justice and suicide., We must consider the manner in which Hume
allegedly performs this impossibility. MacIntyre discusses the
point in the light of Hume's discussion of justice and does not
take up the latter's account of suicide. Referring to the passage
where Hume observes that though in an individual case of Jjustice
one may suffer, yet it is well compensated by "the steady pro=
secution of the rule and by the peace and order, which it establish-
es in society" (T. 497, MacIntyre says:

Hume is asserting both that the logically appropriate

way of justifying the rules of justice i1s an appeal

to public interest and that in fact public interest

is served by them so that the rules are justified.
MecIntyre takes this as a case of deriving "ought" from "is".

As he says:

Hume clearly affirms that the justification of the rules
of justice lies in the fact that their observance is to
everyone's long~term interest; that we ought to obey
the rules because there is no one who does not gain more
than he loses by such obedience. But this is to derive
an "ought" from an nign,2

The important question here is: In what sense is this a case of
derivation of 'bught" from "is" ? There is a distinction bet-

ween deductive justification (validation) and justification of

gomething in relation to a given end (vindication),whioh Feigl

'Ibid., p. 248.
2Tbid.
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has rightly pointed out.1 Now,the sort of Jjustification of the
rules of justice which MacIntyre is ascribing to Hume's account
may be vindication and not validation. According to MacIntyre,
Hume's justification of the rules of Jjustice lies in this: 1if
peace and order in the society is the goal of the rules of Jjustice,
then such rules are Jjustified because a steady observance cf them
gerves this goal. But this in no way goes against the standard
interpretation according to which in FAP Hume maintains that "is"-
statements cannot entail "ought"-statements. Thus MacIntyre has
not shown that Humc has contravened his own position in FAP, the
position which, according to the standard interpretation, is a

denial of an entailment relation between "ig" and "ought".

True, in the following passage Hume may be taken to recommcnd
the prosecution of the vules of Jjustice, il.e¢., he virtually says
that "we ought to obey the rules", in MacIntyre's words, "because

there is no one who does not gain more than he loses by such

obedience":

And even every individual person must find himself a
gainer on ballancing the account; since, without
Justice, society must immediately dissolve, and every-
one must fall into the savage and solitary condition,
which is infinitely worse than the worst situation that
can possibly be suppos'd in society. (T. 497).

1H. Feigl, "De Brincipiis Non Disputandum...?" in Philosophical
Analysis, ed. Max Black. Also his "Validation and Vindication" in
Readings in Ethical Theory, ed. Sellars and Hospers.
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But this surcly is not a casc in which an "is"-statement entails

an "ought"=statement. A fair reading of such passages shows only
that all that Hume is doing is to express his recognition of the
convergence of de facto interests and his approval of our acting in
such a way. which would maintain the solidarity of the society. If
there is a contradiction between what he says here and his lesson
in FAP, a similar contradiction also exists between his analysis

of the causal relation and his use of words like "must" and
"necessarily" while spcaking of effects as following causess Another
casc would be his posing the problem of induction and his calling
induction "just" (T. 225). But if one is careful, one will be able
to see that there is no contradiction in such cases. Hume is only
using our ordinary locutions of "neccssary relations", "just in-
ferences", etc. subject to his interpretation of the meaning of
such phrases. There is no good case for saying that Hume is

“contravening his own prohibition.”

As to MacIntyre's view that "the notions of entailment is read
into the passage"1, I think that he has not conclusively establish-
ed ite It is true that Hume has not actually used the word "entail"
but "deduction™, and that "deduction" has a broader meaning than
"entail". (l may deduce a conclusion from a premisc or some pre=
misses, but only a statement entails another statement or a con-

clusion, although "A entails B" might mean "B is deducible from A".)

"Ibid., p. 253.
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But, as Flew suggested to Atkinson1, Hume's remark in FAP that
"this ought, or ought not, expresses some new relation or affir-
mation" "entirely different" from "is" and "is not" certainly
looks like a denial of entailment relation between "is" and "ought".
In the case of an entailment it is impossible that some "new rela-
tion or affirmation™ can be inserted in the conclusion which is not

present in the premissese.

2
3« The Kydd-Broiles interpretation. According to Kydd and

BroilesB, in FAP Hume's argument is that statements about "obli-
gation" or "ought" cannot be derived from statements containing any
other moral term like "good", "right", "virtue", etc. They relate
FAP to the argument which I have numbered (égi)(See p. 160-162 above)
They think that FAP is mercly a continuation or substantiation of
that argument. Thus referring to (6a') Kydd says, "To this" Hume
"adds at the end of the section, a further remark which clinches
his argument."4 This further rcmark contained in FAP, according

to her, means that "propositions about obligation cannot be reduced
to propositions about the rightness or virtuousness of actions...
To say that an act is obligatory i1s not to say that it is right or

good or virtuous, but that someone is obliged to do it, and there is

1Atkinson, ope cite, pe 271,
’Kydd, op. cit., pp. 55-58.
3Broiles, ope. cit,, Chapter VI,
AKydd, ope cits, pes 53.
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no verb 'righted! or 'gooded' which can be used to replace 'oblig-
ed! ".1 Statements about obligation expresses a relation between
the thought of the act and the agent's will, and the relation is
one of prompting, of moving the agent to do the act which is stated
as obligatory. Judgments about obligation supply the agent with
motives, Kydd links this with Hume's view that moral judgments
are practical. TFrom all this it follows that according to Hume
propositions about rightness or goodness are not moral Jjudgments;
they are not practical. Only propositions about obligation are moral
Judgments. She seems to ascribe this position to Humc when she says:
Humessshas two arguments about the nature of moral Jjudgments
in the more narrow sense., First, thcy are judgments about
an agent's obligation to action, and, as such, they differ
from all judgments about the nature of actions, about their
rightness, goodncss, or virtuousness. Secondly, as judgments
about obligations, they arc practical judgments, that is,

judgmgnts which essentially have some effcct on the agent's
will.

Broiles follows Kydd except with a slight addition. He main-
tains that the argument in FAP is designed to show that propositions
about "ought" cannot be derived from any other moral statements,

not only from any factual statements. In Broiles' words, "He [Hum@]

is saying that conclusions involving 'ought'! cannot be derived

from premisses stating only truths, even if onc of these truths is

H3

a moral judgment or contain moral terms. According to Broiles,

1Ibid- s DPPe 53=5l.

ZIbid,, Pe 57

3Broilus, ope. cit., p. 89.
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any interpretation of FAP should be such that it must not be incon-
sistent with Hume's accounts of justice and of promises where,
Broiles thinks, Hume derives "ought" from "is". He says, "I
believe that the standard interpretation is incorrect, and any
interpretation, to be adeguate, must be consistent with the main

body of Hume's Treatise of Morals."1

Before I proceed to examine the main argument of Kydd and
Broiles I cannot forbear pointing out a few obvious errors of the
latter author. First, it is puzzling for Broiles' readers to
locate a work of Hume entitled "Treatise of Morals". Secondly,
an infallibility assumption is clearly present in his view that
any interpretation of FAP has to be consistent with the rest of
Hume's writings, as if Hume cannot make a mistake. What Flew says
against one such error of Hunter's applies to Broiles: "We may
dismiss [the] insistence that it is absurd to hold that Hume con-

tradicted himself as being itself absurd."2

But is the standard interpretation really inconsistent with
Hume's accounts of justice and of promises? I have tried to show
that it is not incomnsistent with his account of Jjustice. Let me

now examine the charge of inconsistency between the standard

"Ivid., p. 89
2FleW, "On the Interpretation of Hume", pe 281,
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interpretation and Hume's treatment of promises. I shall take
this occasion to discuss Hume's account of promises in a certain
amount of detail with a view to examining, in future, a tricky

attempt to derive "ought" from "is".

Broiles' reading of 'Hume's argument concerning the obligation

to keep promises runs as follows.,

(1) "...experience has taught us, that human affairs
would be conducted much more for mutual advantage
were certain symbols or signs instituted." (522)

(2) Promises are a "certain forms of wordse.e.by which
we bind ourselves to the performance of any action,"

(522)
(3) Therefore we ought to keep promises, And this is
certainly to derive the "ought" from the "is", and

violates the standard interpretation of the is-ought
passage. '

It may be recalled that the standard interpretation of FAP
only denies an entailment relation between "is" and "ought". Now,
does the above argument of Broiles (let us suppose for the present
that it is the correct version of Hume's argument) show a valid
derivation (i.e., entailment) of "ought" from "is"? Not at all.
From (1) and (2) all that logically follows is that human affairs
would be conducted much more for mutual advantage through the
institution of promising., (Even then, to derive this conclusion,

(1) and (2) would require some reformulation.) There is no rule

1Broiles, op. cite,; p. 91,
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of inference by which (3) can be deduced from (1) and (2)., But,
aside from all this, this statement of Hume's position is not a
correct version of his account of promising., It may be noted that
Broiles has not given textual reference for his (3), although he

has becn able to supply such references for (1) and (2).

What, thcn, is the correet version of Hume's account of prow=
mising? According to Hume, the obligation to keep promises does
not arise from our will and pleasure. On his view, morality rests
on a sentiment, and a change of the obligation implies a change
of the sentiment. As he says, "e..a creation of a new obligation
supposes somc new sentiment to arisec. But it is certain we can
naturally no more changc our own sentiments than the motion of the
heavenss" (T. 517). Hc argues that even the rationalists cannot
prove that the obligation to keep promises is a matter of will and
pleasure, because, on their view, morality consists in relations.
And, he says:

seeto will a new obligation, is to will a new relation

of objccts; and therefore, if this new relation of ob=

jects were form'd by the volition itsclf, we shou'd in effect

will the volition; which is plainly absurd and impossible.

The will here has no objeet to which it could tend; but

must return upon itself in infinitum, The new obligation

depends upon new relations. The new relations depend upon

a new volition. The new volition has for objcct a new

obligation, and consequently new relations, and consequently

a new voliticn; which volition again has in view a new

obligation, relation and volition, without any termination.
(T. 517-518, footnote).

Hume gives a natural explanation of how the institution of
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promiéing came into being. The motive of self-interest enlightened
by experience in social life drives men to institute for their own
security the custom of promising. Promises are "the conventions of
men, which create a new motive, when experience has taught us that
human affairs would be conducted much more for mutual advantage,
were there certain symbols or signs institutcd, by which we might
give each other seccurity of our conduct in any particular incident.”
A promise, then, "is a certain form of words...by which we bind
ourselves to the performance of any actione..When a man says he

promises any thing, he in effect expresses a resolution of per=-=

forming it; and along with that, by making use of this form of
words, subjects himself to the penalty of ncver being trusted

again in case of failure." (T.522), It will be a mistake to
suppose that by this Hume means that a promisc consists in just
uttering a form of words or just making a statement of our intention
to do something. A promise, according to Hume, is something more
than thate. He compares promising with "transsubstantiation, or
holy orders" which arise from ritual acts; the former believed to
be changing the substance of bread and wine, by the power of God,
into the substance of Christ's body and blood, at the consecration
in the mass; and thc latter conferring the sacrament of holy orders
to the new office bearer by the laying on of hands and by uttering
the appropriate form of wordse A promise, then, is not the mere

uttering of certain words, it is a sort of ritual acte When one
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says, "I promise to do x", besides pronouncing those words, one com-
mits oneself to doing x. There is a non-informative element in a pro-—
mise which may perhaps. be brought out in a senténce like the following
one: "Let me not be trusted again if I fail to do 5."1 A mere
uttering of the word "promise" does not bring in the institution of
promising, the important featurc of which is the committal of the pro-
miser to the obligation which it involves. In other words, the word

has to be used in a certain sort of context and not merely parroted.

Now, whence does the obligation or the tendency to fulfil a pro-
misc arise? It arises from our awarcness of the conveniencead, of the
"mutual advantage", which accruec from the making and fulfilling of
promises., "Interest ig the first obligation to the performance of
promises. Afterwards a sentiment of morals concurs with interest and
becomes a new obligation" through the artifices of the politicians,

education and awareness of public interest,.

This is, in short, Hume's account of promising. Now, if this is
a correct formulation of Hume's account, then 1t is difficult to
see how he has derived "ought" from "is" here., Notice that Hume
is not moralizing herec. He is giving us a sociological and psycho-
logical description of the institution of promising. Perhaps
Hume's recognition of s moral obligation in respect of promising
has led some to see a derivation of "ought" from "is". But, then,

the meaning of "obligation" and "moral obligation™ in this context

1 . . ; : : §
Here I am indebted to Prior, Logic and the Basis of Ethics, pe 53.
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has to be clearly understood, Obligation here is a tendency or
desire to do something, the tendency being roused from some motive
of mutual advantage or interest. The moral obligation which arises
from the influence of politicians, education, etc., may itself
serve as a motive to fulfil promises. But, clearly, to say that we
recognize moral obligations in this way is not the same as saying
"One ought to keep one's promises because to keep a promise is a
moral obligation." We recognize rather that people do feel obliged
to fulfil promises because they have been taught by different means
to do so. In the light of what I have said 1t is now clear that
Broiles is wrong in his claim that Hume's account of promise-keeping

"yiolates the standard interpretation of the 'is-ought' passages"

Let me now take up the main arguments which Kydd and Broiles
present in support of their view that Hume maintains in FAP that
no statement about "ought" can be derived from statements containing
other moral terms., "Ought"-statements are different from other
moral statements because the relation of obligation expressed in the
form of "ought"-statements move us to action whercas the others
do not move us. This is the position which they ascribe to Humec.
But such a view is based on a mistaken picture of Hume's notion of
moral judgments. It is a fundamental contention of Hume that proper-
ly speaking there are no such things as moral Jjudgments. "Morali-
tyesels morec properly felt than judg'd of." (T. 470)e The so=

called moral judgments are not like the "cool judgments of the
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understanding.” Just as in epistemology he tried to show an
unbridgable gap between objects and sensations, between relations
of ideas and matters of fact, so in ethics his purpose is to show
the same kind of gap between demonstrative and empirical judgments
on the one hand and value judgments on thc other. His point is
that the so-called valuc judgments are not judgments at all, no
matter whether they arc ostensibly about obligation or about right-
ness, or goodness or virtue. Hume does not make any important
distinction between the notion of obligation and that of rightness
as can be seen from his discussion of justice where he groups to-
gether "the moral obligotion or the sentiment of right and wrong."
(Te 498). It is true that in argument (é@;) Hume has made the point
that knowing virtue is not the same as conforming the will to it.
But as I said earlier, this is directed against the rationalists
who maintain that knowledge of virtue consists of a relation between
an action and a situation and that the effect of such knowledge is
the same for all. Hume is not agreeing with the rationalists'

view that there is such a thing as thc knowledge of virtue and that
it consists in a relation. His argument is that if the first part
of the rationalists' claim is true then the other part, that is,
the necessary effect of knowing virtue, must be shown to be true
toos It is difficult to see how on the basis of this criticism of
the rationalists once can ascribe to Hume the position that gudg-
ments of obligation are different from judgments of right, virtue,

etce. only the former being moral Jjudgments proper. If what I have
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said about the status of moral judgments in Hume's ethics is true
then statements about obligations and other moral statements are
basically the same, and it would seem very odd to claim that
according to Hume judgments about obligation cannot be derived from

any other moral Judgmentse

It is true that while discussing his impartial spectator theory
Hume has allowed "reflection and judging" to play a role in our
approval and disapproval of particular acts or characters. But this
does not affect what I have said about the moral status of obliga-
tion and that of right or good or virtue, because even when he pre-
sents this view he does not discriminate between obligation and
other moral concepts. Reflection and judging ceme to play a role
both in our feeling that an act is right or good or virtuous and
in our fleeling that an act is obligatorye. Morecover, judgments
about obligation are made dependent on judgments about right, good,
etc. The weakness of Kydd's vicw begins to appear towards the end
of her book where she attributes to Hume the view that "we cannot
know what acts are our obligations without first knowing what acts
are good, and we cannot know what acts are good without contempla-
tion and judgments."1 We may recall here the distinction between
the notion of virtue or vice (or any other mopal notion) itself
and particular acts' or characters' being virtuous or vicious.

When Hume says that morality is more properly felt than judged of,

1K.ydd, ope cit., p. 180,
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T think that he refers to the notion of virtue or vice itself
which rests solely on feeling or sentiment. And when he allows
judging and reflection to play a role in morals, I think that such
judging and reflection, according to Hume, apply to finding out
whether or not some particular act or chargcter is virtuous or

vicious,.

One support for her view that by statements about obligation
Hume means statements expressing a relation between an agent's will
and his action, Kydd obtains from Hume's contention that "morals
excite passions, and produce or prevent actions."1 Apparently she
thinks of "morals" in this premiss as "moral obligation". But
Hume nowhere says, neither does he imply that "morals" does not
cover our notions of right, good, or virtue. And in this particular
premiss the meaning of "morals", as we noted, is not clear., It
could be taken to mean "moral sense®™ or "moral faculty'", but the
more plausible meaning seems to be "moral rules which move us to

action,"

Finally, both Kydd and Broiles are mistaken in taking FAP to

be an addition to argument (6a')alone., Hume himself clearly states

in the beginning of FAP, "I cannot forbear adding to these reason-
ings ees", and the reasonings immediately preceding are not only

argument (6a') but all the arguments designed to show the weak-

1 .
Tbid., p. 55.
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ness of the rationalists' position. In particular it is the
argument 6 as a whole., This is clearly seen when we take notice
“of the concluding sentence of FAP which both thesec writers omit

while quoting FAP.

The correct interpretation of FAP, T shall now present what

I think to be the correct interpretation of FAP, Any interpretation
of FAP must take into consideration two thingss: first, that Hume
is making a logical point here, and, secondly, that he presents
FAP as an addition to the reasonings which were directed to prove
that moral distinctions are not derived from reason, FAP has to be
taken as supporting his contention against the rationalists. In
particular, it substantiates argument 6 a5 a whole, i.c¢., the
argument which precedes FAP, purporting to prove that moral distinct-
ions are not a matter of demonstrative reasoning, nor of reasoning
concerning matters of fact. This can be seen if we compare the
major premiss of argument 6 with the last sentence of FAP. The
major premiss of argument 6 runs as follows:

If the thought and understanding were alone capable

of fixing the boundaries of right and wrong, the character

of virtuous and vicidus either must lie in some relations

of objects, or must be a matter of fact, which is discovered
by our reasoning. (T. 463, my underlining) .

And the last sentence of FAP is this:

But as authors do not commonly use this precaution,
I shall presume to recommend it to the readers; and
am persuaded, that this small attention wou'd subvert
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all the vulgar systems of morality, and let us see,
that the distinction of vice and virtue is not founded
merely on the relations of objects, nor is perceived

by reason. (T. 469-470, my underlining ).

In FAP Hume's point is that "ought"-propositions or propositions
containing moral terms cannot be derived from "ig"~-propositions

or propositions stating what is the case, and that this is some-
thing which is supported by both demonstrative and inductive
reasonings. We cannot do it demonstratively because a deduction
of "ought" from "is" would constitute an argument where the con-
clusion would bear something extra which is absent from its pre-
misses, Any moral system which tries to show that morality is a
matter of reason, through an attempt to deduce (in a strong sense,
iees, entail) moral distinctions from what is the case, is fallac-

ious,.

The argument, I suggest, also intends to show that the imposs-
ibility of deriving an "ought" from an "is" is supported by the
nature of inductive reasoning as well, so that any attempt of that
kind to show the rational character of morals will be against the
second kind of reasoning. Hume's commentators have failed to see
this because of the presence of a muddle here, the same muddle

which T pointed out while oonsidering argument (6b).There I said that

Hume confused inductive reasonings or arguments concerning matt-
ers of fact with "matters of fact perceived by reason." Here,

too, in the last sentence of FAP, he writes "perceived by reason"
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instead of saying that the argument in FAP would prove that the
distinction between vice and virtue is something which we do not
arrive at by way of inductive reasoning. Those who would derive
propositions containing moral terms from propositions stating that
something is the case would go against the nature of inductive
reasoning. It can easily be seen that the nature of induction
supports the maxim that "ought" cannot be derived from "isg", In
induction by enumeration (the type of induction with which Hume
wasg concerned) we infer about unknown cases from known cases, the
unknown cases being similar to the known oncs. But if we should
like to infer "ought" from "is", we would infer something very
dissimilar ("new relation™) from the given. It would be a peculiar
kind of inferring, such as "The next x will be white" from "x1,
X2, X3 esoxn are black." That is to say, inductive reasonings
simply do not apply to such ethical inferences. It may be seen

that my suggested interpretation of FAP fits argument 6, which

immediately precedes FAP, neatly, and is very appropriate to the

general tone of the section of the Treatise in which it appearss

Before I conclude this discussion it may be worthwhile to
examine a recent sophisticated attempt to refute Hume's thesis that
"ought" cannot be derived from "is", that there is a gap between
facts and values, between description and evaluation., This would

reassure us of the validity of Hume's thesis. In an article1,

1
J.R. Searle, "How to Derive 'ought' from 'is'", in Theories of
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Searle offers a counter-example to the above thesis and also a
theory which, he hopes, would generate an indefinite number of
such counter-examples, He takes the case of promising, and the

derivation of "ought" from "is" is shown in the following manmer: ¥

(1) Jones uttered the words 'I hereby promise to

pay you, Smith, five dollars.'
52 Jones promised to pay Smith five dollars.
3) Jones placed himsclf under (undertook) an

obligation to pay Smith five dollars.
(4) Jones is under an obligation to pay Smith
five dollars.
(5) Joncs ought to pay Smith five dollars.
To make his argument appear a bit neater, Searle supplies sub-
premisses which consist of empirical assumption, tautologies,
and descriptions of word-usage. Thus between (1) and (2) we find
(1a) "Under certain conditions C anyone who utters the words
(sentence) 'I hereby promise to pay you Smith five dollars!
ray y

promises to pay Smith five dollars", and (1b) "Conditions C ab-
taines". According to Searle, (1a) is a fact about English usagc,
and (1b) is an empirical assumption. Similarly, between (2) and

we fin a romises are acts o acing oneself under
(3) find (2 "All promi ts of placing 1f und
an obligation to do the thing promised." This, according to Searle,

is a tautology. In the same manner, there are such subpremisses

between the other steps leading to the conclusion. Since I shall

Ethics, ed. P, Foot, pp. 101=114,

Tvid., p. 102
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confine my examination to his move from (1) to (2) and from (2)
to (5), it is not necessary to mention the rest of the suppre-
misses. At this stage let us look at his theory. Searlevthinks
that the traditional empirical gccount of how words relate to the
world, by creating a logical gulf between descriptive statements
(such as, "Smith has brown hair") which are objective, which describe
the world, are truc or false, on the onc hand, and evaluative state-
ments (such as, "Smith is nasty") which express the spoaker's atti-
tude or emotion and are subjective, on the other, fails to account
for commbtment, obligation and responsibilitye. There are statements
which fulfil the empirical criteria of descriptive statements and
yet are different from the empirical paradigus of descriptive state-
ments. For example, "Jones got married", "Smith made a promise",
etc. These are all matters of objective fact but are not like

"Smith is five feet tall" or "Jones has brown hair". Words such

as "married" and "promise" arc used to state facts whose existence
presuppose certain institutions. Following Anscom.be/l he says that
these are institutional facts as opposed to brute facts, Such
institutions are systems of constitutive rules or conventions,

These institutions are not merely regulated but also constituted by

the rules governing them. It is a constitutive rulc of the insti-

1G.E.M. Anscombe, "Brute Facts", Analysis, 1958,

2 ;

Here Searle uses Rawl's distinction between regulative and consti-
tutive rules. J. Rawls, "Two Concepts of Rules", The Philosophical
Review, 1955 .
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tution of promising that to make a promise is to undertakc an
obligation. Searle says, "I started with a brute fact, that a
man uttered certain words, and then invoked the institution in such
a way as to generate institutional facts by which we arrived at

the institutional fact that the man ought to pay another man five

dollars."1

Before I examine Secarle':s argument, it is necessary to point
out that his charge against the traditional empirical acoount is not
quite accurate; at least, his picture of the empirical account
floes not fit Hume's trcatment of promising. I tried to show that
eccording to Hume, a promise is not merely the uttering " a form of
words" which is an objective fact, but it also is a sort of ritua-
listic act involving commitment, which comes very close to what
Searlc wants to mean by saying that promising is an institutional
facts But by recognizing this Hume did not find it necessary to
derive an "ought" from an "is". Here Hume was quite right. In
fact, arecognition of the possibility of the ambiguous use of
such words as "promise", "married", "murder", etc.. does not commit
one to deny the maxim that "'1s' cannot entail 'ought'". In what
follows I have taken a line of criticism of Scarle which is very

3

close to those of Flewzand Hare”, To my mind, they have very

?Searle, ope cite, p. 112
A, Flew, 'On Not Deriving "ought" from "is"™', Analysis, 196k.

R.li. Hare, "The Promising Game", Theories of Ethics, ed. P. Foot,
also in Revuc Internationale de Philosophic, 196l4.
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faithfully dealt with Searle's argument.

It is at step (3) that an evaluative element is clearly
visible. So I shall concentrate my attention to the steps (1),(2)
and (3). What is the status of the word "promiged" in (2)? Is it
used as a value-neutral word? If it is so used, then (3) cannot be
derived from (2), because the tautological character of (2a), on
which the derivation of (3) from (2) depends, rests on using "pro-
mise" as a value word. That is, unless the evaluative element in
"promise" is taken into consideration (2e) is not a tautology. So
also we must say, in (2) "promised" is already a value term. But
(1) and (1a) express brute facts. In (1) "promise" is not uscd as
e value-term; in fact, it is not used at all but is only mentioned,
And, (1a) is a fact about English usage. If such are the status of
(1) and (1a), then (2), as I have interpreted it, cannot follow from
(1). What foldows is something like "According to English usage,
Jones' uttering those words mean what they call 'promising by Jones
to pay Smith five dollars'." Let me call this (2%)., (2%) would be a
non-evaluative statement, like the detached report of an anthropologist
or sociologist. Indeed, it would be very different from (2) which,
as I have interpreted it, expresses Jones' committed participation

in the institution of promising, And, (3) would not follow from

(2%),

It should be notieed that Searle's rebuttal of what he calls
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the "Third Objection" does not apply to the above criticism. As he
puts the third objection, it consists in saying that "the steps can

be reconstructed as in oratio; obliqua, that we can construe them

as a series of external statementse.." And, Scarle's rebuttal is,
"But what I am arguing is that taken quite literally, without any

oratio obliqua additions or interpretations, the derivation is valid."

Now, my criticism does not maintain merely that the steps can be
reconstructed in such s way that the fact-value distinction remains
unaffected, but that they must be reconstructed in this way. I
have already tried to show that they need an interpretation without
which the subpremisses cannot properly be understood, and that
given my interpretation Searle's ambiguous use of the same word in

differcnt steps comes to light.

We have seen that according to Hume, promising cannot be
equated with uttering "a form of words". Thc more important thing
is rather the participation in the institution of promising, making
the necessary commitment involved in the ritualistic act of pro-
mising. Searle recognizes this when he maintains that promising
stands for an "institutional fact". But it seems that he forgets
this to suit his convenience. For, whilc rebutting what he calls
the "First Argument" he says, "Uttering certain words in certain
conditions just is promisinge..". For onc, who is not an unreserved
participant in the institution of promising, uttering certain words

under certain empirical conditions is not promising, not at least
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promising which implies the obligation undertaken by the promiser.
Such a person would not regard the derivation of (3) from (2) as
valid. He would perhaps give a detached report about them much

like an anthropologist.

To see this clearly let us imagine a society whose members
speak a language in which uttering the words "Ami mahBpapi" means
"I commit a ‘mahapap' or sin"., and that to say this 1s itself
to sin, and it is a constitutional rule of their religious institu-
tion that one who commits a "mah@pap" has to clean it off by taking
a bath in a particular river. An argument, like Searle's, can be
framed now,

(1) H (a member of our imagined society) uttered the

words "Ami mahBpapi".
gzg H committed a mabB@pap.
3) H is obliged to clean his 'malBpdp by bathing in

the river G.
(4) H ought to bath in the river G.

A logical minded member of that society may add subpremisses bet=
ween the different steps. He may say that (2) follows from (1)
because of (1a) which is "Under conditions G anyone who utters the
words 'Ami mahapapi'! commits a mehEpap", and (1b) "Conditions C
obtains". He would say that (13.) is a fact about the usage of
their language, and in (1b) the conditions referred to are empiri-
cal conditions. Similarly, between (2) and (3) he would posit

(2a) "Anyone vho commits a mah@pdp ought to clean himself by
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bathing in the river G". This, hec would claim, is a tautology.

To a member of the English-speaking society this argument
will not appear as valid. What will strike him most is the claim
about the tautological character of (2a)e This will be so, because
he is not a committed participant to the social and religious com-

munity of H.

Why then doesn't the same sort of difficulty underlying
Searle's argument come out so easily? The answer is that unlike the
institution of mehapap, the institution of promising is universally

accepted (which is a contingent fact) and indispenseble for the

proper functioning of social life everywhere.

Concluding Remarks

Before I proceed to the third part of my thesis, let me here
state the main points which I have tried to establish in the second
part. First, as Hume has presented his arguments against the ra-
tionalists, most of his arguments arc obscure., The obscurity is
mainly duc to his faculty talk. But when his arguments are reform=
ulated, and considered independently of his controversy with the
rationalists, some of them become cogent. Thus Hume has not proved
that moral rules and judgments are not the products of reason. But,

if "reason" 1is to be taken as a faculty, then there is nothing to
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prove or disprove here. However, my reformulation of the first argu-
ment shows that it can be established that moral rules and Judgments
are not the conclusions of "demonstrative reasonings" or of "reason-
ings concerning matters of fact". This is because the conclusions of
such reasonings do not by themselves move an agent whereas moral rules
and judgments do so. When Hume's sixth argument is reformulated in
the manner I have done, it shows that the distinction between vice
and virtue 1is nof something which we can discover by reasonings about
relations of ideas or by inductive reasonings. 1 have tried to show
that the second part of the sixth argument, as Hume has presented it,
has been muddled;here he himself has deviated from his original chain
of reasoning; he has abruptly jumped into another direction in which
he should not have proceeded. When the second part of the sixth
argument is reformulated properly, i.e., keeping it close to Hume's
original intention, then it is valid and free from certain criticisms

which are usually directed against his muddled formulation.

Hume has not proved that the moral merit and demerit of an
action has nothing to do witem the faculty of reason. But, again,
there is nothing to prove here; the very claim is confused because
it is due to Hume's using the same sort of language as his rationalist
opponents., However, I have tried to show that when Hume's second
argument is reformulated, then it can be proved that the moral merit
or demerit of an action has nothing to do with "reasonableness" or

"unreasonableness" in Hume's sense of these terms. When Hume's
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argument is viewed in this way, it again successfully underlines the
distinction between the theoretical and the practical, between what

is true or false and what is laudable or blameworthy. But we must

not forget that all this depends on his arbitrary use of "reasonable"
and "unreasonable", The third argument, which is directed against
Wollaston, is not wery important by itself, but it shows the distinct-
ion between the moral quality of an action, and the action's being

intelligent or foolish.

In his zealous debate with the rationalists Hume has some~
times given the impression that he thinks that reasonings and beliefs
have nothing to do with a moral decision., But, in fact, he has not
denied that reasonings and beliefs have a place in matters of morals.
He has admitted that when arriving at a moral decision the agent
must be well-informed about the circumstances involved, that "much
reasoning should precede" the agent's making such a decision. His
point is that although reasonings and beliefs constitute a necessary
condition for making a moral decision, the sufficient condition is not
given unless a reference is also made to the element of feeling or
desirec or sentiment which is involved in such decisions. In the
gseventh argument Hume seems to be trying to prove that the distinct-
ion between vice and virtue is made by a sentiment, but he does not
succeed in doing soe But in the same argument his claims that our
ends cannot be justified by a means~end type of reason, and that

one's choice to do virtuous deeds is ultimately due to his desire
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or pro-attitude to those acts, are true.

Finally, the different interpretations of Hume's passage which
contains the gap between "is" and "ought", have been inaccurate,
and sometimes grossly mistaken. Amongst all the interpretations,
only the standard interpretation comes close to Hume's intention.
But thc failure of these interpreters has been very largely due to
a muddle which Hume himself has continued into the last sentence of
the passage from the second part of the sixth argument. When this
muddle is cleared up, the correct interpretation of the passage be-
comes this: That "ought" cannot be derived from "is" or that there
is a distinction between facts and values, is supported by the
nature of demonstrative reasonings; it is also supported by the
nature of inductive reasonings. One cannot derive "ought" from

" is" demonstratively, nor even can one derive it inductively.
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PART THREE: REASONABLENESS OR JUSTIFICATION OF
ACTIONS AND MORAL JUDGMENTS

IX. PRELIMINARY

I have taken up the problem of the justification of actions and moral
judgments in order to show that Hume's conclusion about the reasonable-
ness of actions (taking"reasonable" even in a non-Humean sense,i.e.,

in the sense of "justified") can be supported by showing the limits

of justification in ethics. Hume's critics identify "reasonableness

of actions" with "ethical justification of actions". Hume would
regard this sense of "reasonableness" as "unphilosophical", but he

has not shown why it is unphilosophical. The standard use of "rea-
sonable" for actions raises many sceptical questions. A few comments
on some criticisms of Hume. Distinction between the different senses
in which an action may be said to.he"justified". Different senses of
"reasonable actions". Different senses of "reasonable moral rules".

The sceptic's questions in the light of these distinctions. A brief
outline of my proposed argument against those who use the word
"reasonable" in an evaluative sense directly for actions. Two argu-
ments which I shall use against the non-Humecan views: (1) argument
against the violation of the fact-value distinction (AVIV),(2) argument
concerning evaluative words (AEE)

X. THE "GOOD REASONS" APIROACH

Baier's position. His paradigm case of a fakir is absurd. An

AEV can be presented against Baier's "good reasons". His attempt

to prove a moral judgment is based on a fallacious AVIV, and is also
subject to AEW, Paul Edwards' position. His ordinary language
approach to the problem of justification of moral judgments. Ambi-
guity of the evidence-words. ZEdwards' notion of justification of
the non-fundamental moral Jjudgments by community-dependent good
reasons. AEW against Edwards argument. Unless the fundamental
moral judgments are shown to be justified, the justification of the
non-fundamental ones remain weak. Following Edwards' programme of
justification one cannot satisfactorily answer the questions of the
sceptic. Touldmin's position. The actions and moral judgments which
are justified by Toulmin's type of good reasons (which are tied to his
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notion of the function of ethics), when properly analyzed, are found
to serve to promote a particular sort ot harmony of the agent's
interests. Toulmin's community-dependent good reasons and his
linguistic analysis of ethical termse His account at best shows
how ethical terms are used in ordinary language and how ordinarily
actions and moral judgments are justified. AEW against Toulmin's
argument. Toulmin's (and Niclson's) notion of "limiting questions
it is not sensible to question the principle of preventable suffering.
This notion is tied up with his description of the function of ethics,
a description which does not match the evidence he has offered for

it; it is not a correct description. Certain odd results follow
from Toulmin's notion of "good reasons". Kemp's justification of
ultimate moral judgments and moral systems by relating them to his
notion of the function of ethics. His notion of the function of
ethics seems to incorporate a disguised moral judgment; hence his
argument 1s question-begging. Some of the objectlons which were
raised against Toulmin's account can also be raised against Kemp.
Kemp's view that moral judgments are rooted in such facts as human
desire, needs, etce. may be quite correct, but this does not help to
solve the problem of justification. AEW against Kemp. Kemp himself
comes to see the strenght of the sceptickpoint. The ordinary lang-
uage philosophers! construction of a parallel between rational
inductive beliefs and rational ethical beliefs is seriously mis-
leading. Weakness of the ordinary language solution of the problem

of inducticn, The same type of solution of the problem of the
reasonableness of conduct is laden with even more difficulties. A
possible objection to AEV and reply.

LN
H

XT. THE QUALIFIED ATTITUDE METHOD AND THE
THPARTTAL SPECTATOR THEORY

Brandt's view that ethical beliefs and judgments are to be tested by
the promptings of attitudes qualified by certain conditions, such

as impartiality, enlightenment, normality of the mind, etc.

His argument for the superiority of his method over other methods is
not at all convineing to the sceptic, because the sceptic does not
believe in any kind of method, Brandt's claim that in judging the
force of conflicting principles we appeal to attitudes is in line
with Hume's thinking, but an appeal to attitudes does nothing to
Justify ethical principles. Two persons may have opposite ethical
beliels although their beliefs may be tested by Brandt's gqualified
attitudes. Brandt's support of the condition of impartiality by re-—
lating it to his notion of the task of ethics (to adjudicate con-
flicts of interests) is weak. Without referring to some prior moral
considerations, featurcs like impartiality, disinterestedness, ctce.
cannot be regarded as the formal features of moral standards,

Brandt fails to see that the meaning of "reasonable" is context—depen-
dent. The question "Why should I be moral?" cannot be satisfactorily
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answered. AEW against Brandt's general position. To avoid this
difficulty Brandt would have to use a fallacious AVFV, The same

may be said against his notion of "reasonable man", Brandt's
Qualified Attitude Method or any other similar method cannot show
that meta=-ethical relativism is false. Frankena's argument against
meta=cthical relativism is weak., Brandt's parallel between induct-
ion and the Qualified Attitude Method is misleading, b ecause the
methods are not on a par. Brandt's method makes use of some of

the things which Hume has said about the meaning of moral terms

and moral judgments. It is possible to discern at least six differ-
ent views in Hume's writings, but the dominant view seems to be a
modified subjectivism: "X is virtuous" means "When X is Judged
impartially and with full information about X, then X arouscs a
pleasant feeling of approbation." A distinction between the question
whether certain evaluative judgments fit a given description of what
moral judgments are and the question vhether moral judgments are
reasonable or justified. Hume would grant that certain evaluative
judegments are moral judgments but he would net say that they ave
reasonable or justificd. Hume has been right in refusing to apply
his impartial spectator theory, in the way Brandt does, to the
question of Jjustifying moral judgmentse

XII. VINDICATION OF THE ULTIMATE MORAL
PRINCTIPLES

Pragmatic justification or vindication of ultimate moral principles
by Feigl and Taylor: their positions outlined. The question of
justifying the ends or purposes which vindicate the supreme moral
principles of a system., Feigl's view is that the purposes ( some
social ideals) are "trivially validated" by reference to the norms
and principles of the system concerned . This view involves
petitio principii which Feigl himself secms to admite Relativism
of Feigl vis—-a-vis eertain other things he sayss Question of
origin and quecstion of justification. "Non-arbitrariness" of the
purposes is not the same as their "justification". Feigl has not
considered the context-dependent nature of Jjustification or reason=
ableness. The norms and principles of a system are not explicitly
stated in a rigorous manncr, nor can they be so stated: this
blocks any serious programme of vindication ab initio. Feigl's
attempt has the merit of showing the limits of justification, but
he does not seem to realize that he has not solved the problem of
justification. Taylor's attempt to aroid relativism gets him into
difficulties. His notion of "a rational choice" of a way of lifes
His conditions of a rational choice are not value-neutral; hence a
question of their Jjustification arises. An examination of Taylor's
condition of enlightenment. A choice may be enlightened and yet it
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may be questioned whether it is a justified ones Taylor's taking
those oconditions as the defining characteristics of a rational
choice puts him into new difficulties. He would never be able to
attach value to "a rational choice" without making a fallacious
AVFV, The supposed parallel between the vindication of an inductive
policy and that of the supreme moral norms is seriously misleading.
In the absence of a strict specification of the supreme norms and
ideals of a given system the attempt to vindicate them cannot even
be begun. There are many alternatives to the supposed ends or pur-
poses in terms of which the supreme norms arc to be vindicated,

but alternatives for the goals of induction do not exist. There

are serious problems about windicating induction. Concluding remarks.
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IX

PRELIMINARY

In this part of the enquiry I shall be concerned with the
problem of justification of actions and moral judgments, I feel
that it is neccssary to indicate why I have taken up this problem.
Also, T intend to make certain distinetions, and two arguments of

a general nature to fecilitate my discussion. Hence this preliminary.

The main reason for my taking wp this problem of Jjustification
of actions and moral judgments is as follows. Hume has drawn his
conclusion that actions and moral judgments are not reasonable or
unreasonable from his premiss which expresses his arbitrary and
restricted sense of "reasonable" and "unreasonable"., Hc has not
shown what, if anything, is wrong with the standard use of these epi-
thets for actions and moral Jjudgments., Here he. has left a gap in
his philosophy. I intend to fill up this gap as much as possible.

I think that there is a confusion involved in the view that actions
and moral Jjudgments are reasonable or unreasonablee (This claim of
mine has nothing to do with Hume's assimilation of "“reasonablec" and
"unreasonable" to "true" and "false".) The presence of this confusion,
when it is shown, will make us aware that Hume is not quite unjusti-
fied (although not for his own reasons) in clucluding that actions

and moral judgments are not reasonablc or unreasonable, although it
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might still be said that he arrived at this conclusion ir a queer,

but not illogical, manner., Whnt I mean is that his conclusion it~
self (not the premiss which expresses his arbitrary use of these
epithets) may bc given some support by showing the oddity which lies
in the standard use of these epithets for actions and moral Jjudgmentse.
Anyone who would wish to criticize Hume's conclusion would maturally
attack his restrictcd and arbitrary use of "reasonable" and "un-
reasonable" i.ee, the premiss from which he arrives at the conclusion.
As I tried to show, there is nothing wrong with the logic of his
argument. The objection against Hume would naturally be that he uses
these epithets perversely or in a mamner which is very different

from our standard use of them. But if it can be shown that the
standard use of thesc epithets is itself confused or muddled because
it makes a claim which cannot possibly be met, then Hume's conclu~
sion (itself) cannot be said to be odd, not at least on the ground
that it is based on a non-standard or narrow sense of those epithets.
My primary concern will be to show the presence of such a muddle
involved in ‘the claim that actions and moral judgments are reasonable
or unreasonable, justified or unjustified. Let me now go into the

detallse

As T have tried to show, Hume has restricted the use of "reason-
able" and "unreasonable" to those things which can be true or false,
or which are, in some manner, connected with truth and falsehood. Now,

the critics point out that Hume's conception of "reason" and "reason—
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able" is unduly narrow. Baler maintains that "the main reason" for
Hume's conclusions is that he had an "unduly narrow and confused
conception of what it is to have and to find reasons."1 Similarly,
Broiles, who follows Baier in these matters in toto, remarks, "Hume
had an unduly narrow conception of reason when he restricted it
solely to the means-end type of justifioation."2 Kemp

who does not seem to belong to Baier's school of thought, however,
observes that Hume "uses the word 'reason' in a very narrow senseess
He is not merely saying that reason, in his sense of the word, does
not do certain things that others had said it did; he is also main-
taining that his sense of the word 'reason' is the only strict and

philosophical sense it can have."3

Baier, and following him Broiles, make a distinction between
"exciting reasons" and “justifying reasons". (This is virtually the
same distinction between "exciting reasons" and "justifying reasons"
which was made by Hume's contemporary'Hutcheson.) Explanatory rea-
sons are what Baier and Broiles call "causal reasons"; such reasons
explain actionse. They do not justify actionse According to Bailer
and Broiles, Hume's means-—end type of reasons are such reasonse.

Justifying reasons are different. They are concerned with the quest-

ion whether an action is a Jjustified one, and not with the question

1Baier, Ope Cit., pe 261,
roiles, ops Cite, Do 71&

3Kemp, ope. Cite, De 450
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why someone did something. Clearly, Baier and Broiles are denying
that means—end type of reasons can play a justifying role. It
seems that their notion of justification really concerns ends only.
According to Broiles, "[The] means-end conception of reason is un-
,justified.".lI Such reasons, both Baier and Broiles think, are "pro-
visional and incomplete." Baier writes:
"T went to the cellar to fetch the kerosene. I then poured
some into a jug in order to be able to soak my hand in it.
I then struck a match in order to set my hand alight." Here
is a perfect chain of means-end reasons all linked to a mad
end. We now know why he did what he did.e..But this is not a
satisfactory explanation. We want to go on asking, but why on
sarth did he want to burn himself...even when we know one sort
of explanation, one reason why he has that end (he has a guilt
complex about the things he did with his hand), we still want
to say, but that is no reason for setting one's hand on fire.
It is an explanation why he did it, but no justification...

We want to know, not what moved the man, but whether what he
did was in accordance with or contrary to reason.2

These critics maintain that Hume failed to consider justifying
reasonse They think that Hume neglected the question whether an
action is justified or reasonable in the sense that it is justified
by what they call "good reasons™, "Hume was a slave to one type

of reason - the causal reason", remarks Broiles.

According to these critics, when we use the words "reasonable"
and "unreasonable" for an action, we mean that the action is suppor-

ted or justified by reasons. As Broiles puts it, "...when we apply

1Broiles, Pe [3e
2Baier, pPe 265.
5Broiles, pe 68



228

to actions these terms [i.e., "reasonable" and "unreasonable"] ...We
are saying that the course of action taken either was, or was not,
that course of actiown that can be supported by reasons"1 The
sense in which these philosophers understand "reasonableness of
actions and ends" is often the same as "the ethical justification
of actions and ends." The good reasons which are taken as justi-
fying or supporting actions and ends are moral rules, Gege, the
principle of equity, impartiality, etc. Some of these philosophers
(cege WoMa Sibley) clearly state that'reasonableness...requires
"impartiality", "objectivity"; it expresses itself in the notion of
equity.'2 Sibley makes a distinction between the meaning of
"rational™ and that of "reasonable". According to him, "rational
actions" means "thosec actions which are guided by the agent's in-
telligence in order to attain his ends, whatever his ends may be,
and as long as they are such that the agent really prefers theme"
While acting rationally the agent selects the most effective means
known to him to attain his end. "Knowing that a man is rational,
we do not know what ends he will aim at in his conduct; we know
only that whatever they are, he will use intelligence in pursuing
them.3 This meaning of "rational action", it may be seen, is al=-

most the same as Hume's meaning of "reasonable action". S8ibley

"Tbid., pe e

2W.M. Sibley, "The Rational versus the Reasonable", The Philosophical
Review, 1953, ppe. 537-8.

3

Tbid., p. 560.
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admits that the notion of reasonableness sometimes overlaps with
that of rationality; sometimes an action which is rational is an
action which is also reasonable. But "reasonable" has a distinct
meaning which is something more than that of "ratione ", Reasonable
actions cannot have as their ends something which is against the
principles of equity and impartiality. In Sibley's words:
Knowingeee.that a man is disposed to act reasonably, where
others are concerned, we may infer that he is willing to
govern his conduct by a principle of equity, from which he
and they can reason in common; and also that he will admit
data concerning the consequences of his proposed actions
upon their welfare as per se relevant to his decisions. This
disposition is neither derived from, nor opposecd to, the
disposition to be rational. It is, however, incompatible

with egoism; for it is essentially related to the dispo-
sition to act morally. 1

Sibley has supporters. Rescher, for example, approves of Sibley's
distinction between "rational' and "reasonable", and adds, "...Where-
as any discussion presupposed the rationality of the interlocutors,
we must add in discussing ethics the tacit premise that they are

2
reasonable,

Thus these philosophers assimilate the question of reasonable-
ness of actions to that of moral justification, I do not wish to
deny that when we apply the words "reasonable" or "unreasonable" to
conduct, we often mean that the conduct is morally Jjustified or

unjustified. It is also true that Hume has kept reasonableness

1Ibid,

2N. Rescher, "Reasonableness in Ethics", Philosophical Studigcs,

1954, p. 61,
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distinct from "morally justified". He clearly says, "Actions may
be laudable or blamable; but they cannot be reasonable or unreason-=
able: iaudable or blamable, therefore, are not the same with
reasonable or unreasonable" (T. 458)+ Such remarks of his follow
from his definition of "reasonable" which is tied to the notions of
truth and falsehood. It seems to me that Hume would not regard
these philosophers' notion of reasonableness as a proper one; he
would consider it as "unphilosophical®. But Hume has not shovm what
is wrong with this notion of "reasonable actions", i.e., when this
notion is taken as equivalent to "morally justified actions". He
could at bost say that this standard sense of "reasonable" is
different from his sense of the word. But he has not shown that
philosophically his sense is the better one, or that his sense of
the word is free from certain difficulties which are to be found in
the standard sense of the word. I shall examine some of the im-
portant contemporary theories which make use of this kind of non-
Humean consideration of reasonableness of actions. I shall try

to establish that when we regard actions as reasonable in the sense
that they are morally justified, certain sceptical questions in-

evitably arise. And it is difficult to offer satisfactory answers

to such questions. As a result, this notion of the reasonableness
of actions remains obscure and philosophically confused; we do not
cut any philosophical ice by directing the problem of the reasonable-

ness of actions to such a non~Humean channel,

Before I proceed any further, I intend to make a few comments
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on the critics® remarks on Hume's use of "reasonable and "unreason-—

able" and his means—end type of reasons.

First, Hume's meaning of "reasonable action" is non-evaluatives
He does not use Mreasonable" in the sense of "laudable"; on the
contrary, he strongly rejects such a use of "reasonable". (T.458).
As a result, his use of "reasonable" is free from certain diffi-
culties (which I shall soon discuss) which arise from an evaluative
use of "reasonable"., This lends some support to the view that
Hume's sense of "reasonable" is superior to the standard evaluative

sense of the word.,

Secondly, it is true that Hume has not considered the problem
of the reasonableness of conduct in the sense of moral Jjustification
of conduct. But it is not true that he was unaware of what Baier
and Broiles call "conduct determined by reason.” While considering
Hume's doctrine of the calm passions, I pointed out that Hume recog-
nized that there is such a thing as determination of conduct by an
impartial point of view. Hume says that to avoid "continual contra-
diction" which arises from our consideration of actions only from
our relation with other people, we seek "some other standard of
merit and demerit which may not admit of so great variation." Our
desire for social converse or some ulterior desire leads us to take
an impartial point of view. We sometimes act from and judge actions

by such a "standard of merit and demerit" or an impartial stand-
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point. Thus, Hume does recognize that our actions and Judgments

can be determined by what these critics call good reasons. But

he would not apply the term "reasonable" even to actions which are
determined by the so-called "good reasons". He says that such a
determination of conduct end judgments is due to the operation of a
calm desire (ulterior desire for social converse) "founded on some
distant view or reflection"; to call this a "determination of pure
reason" is "a natural abuse of terms." (See pe125 above o) So I
think that it is not fair to say, like Broiles, that Hume was a
slave toe.secausal reason.", if this means that Hume's philosophical
insight was too feeble to perceive what the so-called "non~causal

or good reasons" are, Instead of saying "actions determined by or
supported by good reasons" Hume would say "actions determined by

or done in accordance with certain rules and standards due to a calm
determination of the passions founded on a distant view or reflect-
ion." He would call such actions "morally good" but not "reasonable".
It is quite possible that Hume came to reallze that there is some
kind of philosophical confusion involved when "reasonable" is taken
as a synonym for "morally good" although he did not care to point

it out. That there is such a confusion or muddle, I hope, will be
evident from my discussion. I shall try to show that once someone
identifies reasonable actions with morally good or justified actions,
he immediately lands into a fertile field vhere sceptical questions

germinate with ease and rapidity.
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Thirdly , the critics have not shown that Hume's means-end
type of reasons do not have any Justifying role, that they are only
"causal reasons", It seems to me that a judgment or a belief about
a means to an end has a dual role: it may be a part cause of an
action, and it may also justify the action. My belief that exer-
cise will give me heslth, in association with my desire for health,
may cause me to take exercise., The same belicf may act as a reason
for my taking exercise when my end is to attain health. Consider
the following: "Why do you exercise?" '"Because it will make me
healthy, and I want to bc healthy." Herc, "because" explains as
well as justifiese Of course, such reasons do not necessarily offer
moral justification. But, then, justification of actions is not
always moral justification. One thing which such reasons cannot
justify is an end. It is perhaps for this reason that the critics
regard such reasons as an "incomplete and provisional sort" cf rea-
sons. However, I shall try to show that their "complete" sort of
reasons have limitations (and hence are incomplete) and are not

invulnerable to the attack of a thorough-going sceptice

To facilitate my discussion of the justification of actions,
I propose to distinguish between some of the senses in which an
action may be said to be "justified". (1) First, giving of any
reason for an action may be called "justifying" it. (This is a very
uncommon sense of the term.) Here the reason produced by the agent

need not be a satisfactory one; it may even be quite irrelevant to
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the action. Thus, when asked to Jjustify his killing of a snake,
Jones may reply, "I killed the snake because the sun rises in the
east." Jones may take this as the reason for his action, although
we may regard it as irrelevant to his action, and may further ask
him, "But what on earth has the sun's rising in the east to do with
your killing of the snake?" Obviously, when Hume's critics talk
about "reasonablc actions" in the sense of "justified actions", they
do not mean such a mad sort of Jjustification as this. (2) Secondly,
the reason which is offered to justify an action may be relevant to
the action but may not be regarded aa a satisfactory one. dJones
could reply that he killed the snake because snakes are dangerouse
His action would be "justified" in this second sense. But onc might
further ask him, "Are snakes dangerous when you don't annoy them,

or when you keep yourself away from them? The reason you have given
does not imply that you need have killed such a colourful creature"”.
The first and the second senses of "justified" are not important

for our discussion. (3) In a third sense of "justified", an action
may be called "justified" on account of reasons which are regarded
as satisfactory by the community of the agent or by a group of
peoples If I am a member of an orthodox Muslim society, I may Jjusti-
fy my keeping four wives by producing the reason that the Quran per=
mits this practice of polygamy. My conduct will obviously be
approved as justificd by the members of the community in which T
live. But members of other communities which prohibit polygamy

will not consider my practice as Jjustified and my reason as a
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satisfactory one. (4) Finally, we may ask for a "justification"

of an action by reasons which are not only regarded by some ocommuni-
ty or communities as good reasons, but which are rcally good reasons
and the Jjustification really sound. (Notice the statement: "I don't
want to know what "good reasons" and "justifications" are taken to
mean in the Muslim society or in the Christian society or in any
other particular society., I want to know what are rcally a good
reason and a justification.) In this sense of"justified", an

action is justified when the soundness of the reasons produced in
support of the action is beyond doubt. Here it is necessary to

make a further distinction. (4a) Such a justification may be asked
for an action which is done by the agent as a means to his end.

For example, when I wish to save 1y life, and when my house has
caught fire, my trying to cscape from the fire through the open
doors in front, is "Jjustified" in this sense. This is the sense in
which Hume would call an action "justified" or "reasonable" (means-
end type of justification)s (4b) Such a justification may be asked
for an action which is done or intended by the agent, and is not a
means to some further end. Whatever reason may meke the action
"justified" in this scnse, it will have to be a really good reason,
not a community-dependent good reason and not a reason about whose
acceptablility someone may doubts. I think that the demand for the
Justification of actions in sense (Ab) of "justified" is a quite

legitimate one in the context of the claim that actions (as ends) can
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be justified. This is the sense of "justified" in which people com=

monly claim that their actions are justified. The philosophers who
identify "reasonable ends or actions" with "morally Jjustified ends
or actions" also tend to regard "justification" by good reasons in
this sense. Otherwise, what good are their "good reasons"? It may
be noted that whether or not there can be a "justification" in
sense (4b), is not the sceptic's headathce Those who talk about
"justification by good reasons" bear the burden of proof to the
effect that there is such a thing as justification by goéd reasons

in sense (4b).

Let me now make a distinction between the two senses of "reason-
able action" in which reasonable actions are thoughtto be identical
with morally justified actionse (a) An action may be called "reason-
able" when it is justified in my sense (3) of "justified". In this
sense, I call an action "relatively reasonable". A relatively
reasonable action is one whose reasonableness is relative to or
dependent upon some rule or code of conduct which is accepted by the
community of the agent as reasonable or justified, but which may
not be really justified. (b) 1In contrast to this sense of "reason-
able", there is the sense in which an action is "absolutely reason-
able" when its reasonableness is beyond doubt. Here, too, I
find it necessary to make a further distinction between (bi)"absolu~
te reasonablenss" of an action done.. by the agent as o means to his

end, and (bii) "absolute reasonableness" of an action done or in-
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tended by the agent as an end. Here, again, for the sake of clarity,
let us note that whether or not there may be "absolute reasonable=
ness of actions" in sense (bii) is not a problem for the sceptice

To begin with, he does not link "reasonable action" with "morally
justified action". The onus of proof lies on Hume's critics. They
bear the responsibility of proving that there are such things as

Mabsolutely reasonable" actions in sense (bii).

The philosophers who claim that actions are reasonable or
unreasonable, quite frequently, refer to moral rulcs or judgments
which, according to them, determine the reasonableness of the
actions. When such a procedure is adopted, I think, a further
gquestion about the reasonableness of the moral rules and judgments
themselves does arisce Therefore, the same distinction between re=
lative reasonableness and absolute reasonableness may be considered
in respect of moral rules and judgmentse (39 A moral judgment or
rule is relatively reasonable when its reasonableness or Jjustifi-
catory status depends on a higher-order moral rule or Judgment.
(b') A moral rule is absolutely reasonable when its reasonableness
does not depend on any higher-order moral rule, and whose reasonable=-
ness is beyond question or doubt. Here again, I would like to ob-
serve that whether or not there are moral rules and judgments which
are absolutely reasonable, is not a problem for the sceptic. Those
who tie reasonablencss of moral rules and judgments to justifica-

tion of these things automatically undertake the responsibility of
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proving that there is such a thing as absolute reasonableness of

moral rules and judgmentse

Now, I submit that a sceptic who denies that actions are
reasonable or unreasonable may raise the following questions:
(1) Can actions be justified in sense (4b) of "justified"? (2) Cen
actions be alsolutely reasonable in sense (bii) of "absolutely rea-
sonable"? When it is said that the reasonableness of an action
is determined by a moral rule or precept, the sccptic may ask:
(3) Is the moral rule or precept or judgment absolutely reasonable?

I submit also that his questions are genuine in thc context of the

philosophers! olaim that actions (as ends) can be "reasonable" or

"unreasonable" in the sense of justified or unjustified. If someone

oan give satisfactory positive replies to these questions, then the
sceptic's case will be loste. He would, then, have to admit that

at least in the ssandard sense of "reasonable" and "unreasonable" it
is perfectly sensible to claim that actions can be directly reason-
able or unreasonablec, and not merely indirectly reasonable through
the reasongbleness (ie.e., truth or falsehood) of their accompanying

beliefs or Judgments,

The line of my argument in this part of the enquiry would be
as follows., Those who identify "reasonable conduct" with "good con~
duct", "justified conduct™, "conduct justified by good reasons", etc.,
bear the burden of showing that in the field of assessment of con-

duct therc is such a thing as absolute reasonableness or complete
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justification. In such evaluative uses of "peasonable conduct”

there is an implicit reference to absolute ressonableness or comple=
te justification of conduct. Otherwise, what sort of reasonableness
or justification or "good reasons"are claimed for an action or a
conduct? In the absence of an absolute reasonableness or complete
justification of action, its reasonableness or justification would
renain very weak and questionable. I shall argue that an absolute
reasonsblencss or a complete justification of conduct cannot be
given., This will become evident from my examination of those theor-
4os which attempt to establish reasonableness or justification of
conducte I shall try to show that the proponcnts of these theories
either themselves eventually admit the limitations of reasonable—
ness (justification) or they would have to admit this. And the
impossibility of showing absolute reasonableness or complete justi-
fication of conduct establishes that the evaluative (non-Humean) use
of "reasonable conduct" is ultimately baselesse This, in its turn,
shows that Hume is not wrong in his view that the epithets "reason=-
able" and "unreasonable" cannot properly be used directly for actions,

although one may not like his regsons for this views

The thcories which I shall examine are as follows: (1) the
"Good Reasons" approach (the theories of justification or reasonable—
ness of actions and moral judgments as offered by Baler, Edwards
and Toulmin), (2) the Qualified Attitude Method of Brandt, and,

finally, (3) Vindication (the theories of justificatlon of conduct
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as given by Feigl and Taylor). I have choscn these theories as
samples; I do not claim that these exhaust all possible attempts

to establish reasonableness or justification of actions and moral
judgmentse But I believe that an examination of these theories will
make us sufficiently aware of the limitations of any attempt to
establish the reasonableness of actions by way of trying to establish
justification' of actions in a non-Humean manner. And at the same
time this will show us the strength of the sceptic's claime Here I
must mention that not all of those philosophers whose theories I
shall exmmine are expli®it critics of Hume. Some of then directly
attack Hume for his denial of the evaluative sense of "reasonable",
while others simply express their views without referring to Humee.

I have chosen both these groups in order to explore the various
expressions of the claim about "reasonable actions" (in an evaluative
sense) adequately, and to show the confusion which lies in this

claim,

In examining these attempts I shall rely heavily on two argu-
ments. It may therefore be well to mention them briefly before I
proceed to the next chapter. I construct one of them following Hume's
valid distinction between facts and values, In my discussion of
Hume's dictum that "is"-statements cannot be derived from "ought"-
statements, I tried to show the validity of his argument supporting
the distinction betwecen facts and velues. (This is perhaps Hume's

greatest contribution to the logic of ethics.) In view of this
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distinction I now formulate the following argumente From the defini-
tion of any evaluative word, along with a deseriptive premise, it
is not logically possible to deduce a conclusion which is an eva-
luative statement. To do this is to violate Hume's distinction bet—
ween facts and values. The words "ressonable", "rational" and
"iustified", like the word "good", in their primary employment are
evaluative, (unless they are used non-evaluatively in the manner of
Hume's assimilation of Mreasonable" and "unreasonsble" to "true" and
"false" resPectively). So, when someone states that a certain action
is rcasonsble or rational or justified, he evaluates ite. Such an
evaluative statement cannot be deduced from a definition along with
a descriptive statement, neither of which is an evaluative statement.
To illustrate this point let me present the following:

(1) Reasonable actions are actions done in accordance with

the moral rule R.

Action A has been done in accordance with the moral
rule Re.

Therefore, action A is a rcasonable action.
(2) Justified (or rcasonable or rational) moral rules are

those which have the characteristic C.
Moral rule R has the characteristic G.

Therefore, moral rule R is a justified (or reasonable or
rational) ‘one.

We may also construct similar arguments about the typical moral
words, such as, "right", "good", etc. Thus;

(3) Action of a certain kind are right.
Actions A, B and C are of this kind,

Thereforey, A,B and G are right actions.
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If in (1), (2) and (3), the first premisses are taken as definitions,
and the conclusions are evaluative statements, then there is a slide,
in each of these arguments, from a non-evaluative use of "reasonable",
or "justified" or "right" in the first premisses to an evaluative

use of them in the conclusions of the arguments, Consequently, these
beeome invalid arguments: The conclusions contain something which

is absent from the premisses. Henceforward, I shall call any argu-
ment of' the above kind by the name "an argument which violates the

distinction between facts and values": briefly, AVEV.

The second argument which I wish to use against the proponcnts
of the rcasonableness of conduct is the one which I have taken from
Urmson's excellent discussion of some questions about validity, a
discussion which is greatly influenced by Hume's dictum. Urmson

rightly says:

There 1se.ea close logical connexion between an evaluative
expression and the accepted standards for its appropriate
use; but this cannot be identity of meaning, for no evalua=
tion can be identical in meaning with description.

eeosto call an argument valid is not merely to classify it
logically, as when we say it i1s a syllogism or modus ponens;
it is at least in part to evaluate or appraisec it; it is to
signify approval of it.2

What T wish to take from Urnson's point here is briefly this. Because
the term "reasonable" (or'rational®™ or "justificd") is evaluative, a

questioh can be raised about a kind of activity or rule, which is

1
J.0. Urnson, "Some Questions Concerning Validity", Revue Inter-

nationale de Philosophie, 1953, p. 224,

°Tbid., p. 223.
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regarded by some peoplec as reasonable (or rational or justified),
whether it really is reasonable (or rational or justified). For the
same rcason, someone may legitimately raise the question whether what
is regarded as a good reason really is a good reason, 1 propose to
call this kind of argument "Argument concerning evaluative words":

briefly, AE

W
Ve
=



2L,

THE "GOOD REASONS" APPROACH

The"good reasons" approach in morals is actually an objectivist
gecount of practical and moral reasoning, but it is one which does
not fall into any sort of intuitionism. The proponents of this
approach maintain that our actions and moral judgments can be reason~—
able or unreasonable, rational or irrational, Jjustified or unjustified,
although "reasonableness", "rationality" and "justiffoation" in this
ficld are neither deductive nor inductive, They think that there are
statements which may he offered as good reasons for our actions and
moral Jjudgmentse Those good reasons Justify these actions and judg—
ments. The supporters of this view tend to be "ordinary language"
philosopherses They supply standard exanples or paradignm cases of
what are regarded in ordinary moral discourse as "reasonable,
"valid", "justified, "good reasons", etcy, They maintain that it is
such paradigm cascs of "good reasons!, "validity", "reasonableness",
etce in ordinary usage which show us how we are to understand what is
or is not reasonable or justified in the field of morals. If someone
denies that moral appraisals can be valid or invalid, he can be re-
futed by merely giving him a standard example of moral reasoning, for
this is to draw his attention to just what sort of thing counts as

"moral reasoning". To understand what moral justification is, all



245

we have to do is to consider such justification in actual moral
contextss Let me now examine three attempts made along these lines
by Baier, Edwards and Toulmin, I shall briefly discuss, incidentally,
another attempt to justify actions and moral judgments, made by Kemp,

which, however, is not based on an ordinary language approachae

(a)

Baier's position

I have already considered, wery briefly, some cases from Baier's

book, The Moral Point of View, in order to examine his view that

our ends can be justified by good reasons. I tried to show merely
that such good reasons were not beyond the vision of David Hume. I
did not raise the question whether the good reasons which are alleged
to make an action (as end) reasonable -are themselves reasonable or
justified. This question will be implicitly there in my present dis-

cussion,in which I consider Baier's two articles.

Baier uses the argument from the paradigm cases or standard
examples in a simple and direct fashion. In his article, "Good Rea-
sons"1, he proposes to prove that "certain facts are good reasuvns for,
and certain others good reasons against, doing certain things, guite

irrespective of the purposes, wishes, plans, desires, and passions

) 2
of the persons concerned." This goes directly against Hume's

1K. Baier, "Good Reasons", Philosophical Studies, 1953.

2. . .
Ibid., pe 1. My underlining.



theory of the reasonableness of actions, according +to which an

action is reasonable only in so far as it is an appropriate means to
fulfilling the agent's desires, passions, etc. As Baier sees, the
sceptic "wants a proof that something or other is a good reasons"
Baier proposes to offer such a proof, although, as he rightly 58yS,
such a proof camot be deductive. A deductive proof is impossible
here, because the premisses from which such a proof would proceed
would be subject to the sceptic's attacks Indeed, it would be a con-
fusion to ask for a deductive proof wherc¢ it cannot possibly be given,
However, as against Baier, I shall contcnd that the sceptic does not

have to make this confusion inarder to pose his problem.

Baler thinks that the proof which he proposes to offer would
show that "anyone denying that a certain fact is a good reason (BEEEE
ﬂﬁgzmdpnmmmﬁﬂdy)a@Mmthngacaﬁﬁntﬁngislwﬁghﬁy
self open to criticism of a sort Just as serious as that he is contra;
dicting himself, namely, that he is irrational."1 Baier presents the
case of a fakir who is racing up and down barefoot on a bed of
smouldering coale He shows all g8igns of intense pain and says that
he experiences it, And, above all, he caimot give any reason for
doing what he is doing. He is not a masochiste This is the case of
a man who, for no reason whatcever, docs what his organism revolts

against. He says, "I just like this. I have no particular reason

YIbid., p. 7.
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for liking it," but adds, "and what's more, I find doing these things
repugnant and painful." What would we say about such a man? If he
were not insane, that is, if his behaviour in other fields were nor-

mal, then, according to Baier, we should call his conduct "irrational',

I am willing to grant Baler that irrationality does not necessari-
ly consist in committing Self-contradictions1 (although at one point
he makes a slip of the pent "we can speak of irrationality only when
someone in the face of a detailed proof of the incompatibility of
two claims, maintains the two claims..."z). But it is important to
note in what sense the fakir's conduct is irrational. In particular,
I must ask, how different is Baier's account of irrationality as given
in the case of the fakir from the Humean account? What Baier has
tried to prove is that irrespective of purposes, wishes, desires,
passions, etcs certain facts are good reasons for doing certain things,
and certain others are good reasuns against doing them. Has Baler
proved this? Not at all. If I have to regard the fakir's conduct
as irrational (though not insane), it is only because he is frust-
rating a general want or desire which is very common to human beings.

Nobody wants or desires pain without any reason. The sole justifica-—

tion for regarding actions like the fakir's as irrational is that they
frustrate common human wants, desires and passions. It does not

seem to me that Baler has proved his point. If my argument against

.., 5. 1.

2Ibid. My underlining.
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Baier is said to be fallacious on the ground that the fakir himself
enjoys the pain, then I would be inclined to consider his behaviour
not as irrational or unreasonable but as insane.1 0f course, in a
sense insanity itself is unreasonable, but therc is surely a difference
between what we call unreasonable people and insane people., Unreason-

able people do not necessarily need psychiatric treatment.

I cannot help feeling that Baier's case¢ of the fokir is an im-
possible one, though not a logically impossiblc one. In our common
observation of people we could never come across a case like this. A
man who enjoys excruciating pain, for no reason at all, and is not a
masochist, is a paradigm casc which is not actually present in the
world, but one which is concocted by a philosopher. It is true that
the fakirs and darvishes in the orient sometimecs undergo certain very
painful rituals, and they do seem to enjoy a total experience of which

the pains are a part,but not without any reason , their reason usually

being a religious onee.:

In his supposed proof Baier wishes to show that onc becomes
irrational if one rejects the belief that the fact that an action causes
pain is a good reason against doing it. He does not tell us why this
is soe He says that by his action what the fakir denies "is clearly

2
true." T take this to mean that the proposition "An action causes

1In fact, one critic of Baier, B. 0'Shaughncssy, has thought that the
case of the fakir is a paradigm case of insanity. (B. O'Shaughnessy,
"Irrationality and Insanity", Philosophical Studies, 1955.)

2Ibldo, Pe 8.
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pain is a good reason against doing it" is clearly true. But Baier
has not shown at all that this is clearly true. Even 1f it is gran-
ted that the case of the fakir presents us with a paradigm example of -
what is regarded as good reasons for calling certain actions irratio-
nal, it has to be shown why such reasons are to be accepted as good
reasons. When someone offers a paradigm case to teach us vhat an eva-
luative phrase like "good reasons" means, then it is perfectly legi-
timate to raise the further question why these reasons are good rea-
sons. I think that the sceptic can easily present here an argument
like AEW (see above pp. 242-243) and this will bring out the weakness

of Baier's viewe

In another paper, "Proving a Moral Judgement",1 Baier tries to
show that proving a moral judgment is a matter of getting the facts
straight. He takes up the statement "Jones is a double-crossing
opportunist" which he regards as a moral judgment. The statement is
made by Jones' employer. dJones, a research chemist in a firm, is en-
trusted with the task of studying certain processes connected with
the manufacture of soap. His firm has given him all the secret data
on the subject. He makes an undertaking not to divulge the data and
to stay with the firm for at least five years. But when Jones is
offered a very high salary by a rival firm, he joins it and hands over
the production secrets of his old firme. Given that these are all

the facts of the case, Jones' first employer's moral judgment "Jones

1 . .
K. Baier, "Proving a Moral Judgement", Philosophical Studies, 1953.
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is a double=-crossing opportunist" is, according to Baier, correct.
He thinks that it is logically impossible that the judgment be

incorrecte.

Since the thing to be proved here is not a factual assertion
but a moral judgment, it is necessary to see why the statement "Jones
is a double-crossing opportunist" is a moral judgmente. The moral
aspect of this statement, Baier himself tells us, lies in the fact
that "anyone making this remark in the circumstances outlined would

be taken to imply that he morally disapproved of Jones conduct, that

he thought what Jones had done was morally wrong, and that he regarded

Jones' character as morally badl" It is this, then which is to be
proveds But has Baier proved this 9 Not at all. By supplying the
factual supports, the good reasons, all he has been able to prove),

if anything at all, is the factual part of the statement., The moral
part of it has remained to be proved, For the sake of clarity, some-
one may wish to know how Baler would prove such typical moral judg-
ments as "Double-crossing is bad", "Beatles arc good people", etce When
asked to prove them, no amount of facts produced will doe I think that
one can rightly point out to Baier that to characterize such moral
Judgnents as reasonable or justified by presenting factual evidence is
to make a fallacious argument like AVFV(see pps241-242 abovo).Further-

more Baler's claim that certain facts are good reasons which support

1. -
Tbide, pe 350 My underlining.
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or justify the moral judgment "Jones is a double-crossing opportu-—
nist", i1s subject to an argument like AEW. The sceptic will surely

and rightly ask 'Are these "good reasons" really good?'

(b)

Poul Edwards' position

Edwards rightly rejects intuitionism and advocates a kind of
objective naturalism which combines with it certain features of
emotive theoriese. Moral judgments, according to him, are objective
claims, and the features to which they refer are natural features.
He maintains that there is a legitimate sense of "justify" and
"good reason" in which many moral judgments are justified by non-
moral judgments which constitute good reasons for the former. In
this sense, according to Edwards, we can also say that moral argu-
ments whose premisses do not include any moral judgments may be
valid. The sense of "good reasons", "justify", "valid", etc, is
derived from their use in ordinary language. It is this last point

of Edwards' theory with which I am concerned here,

Edwards rightly observes that"evidence-words" such as the
above-mentioned ones are ambiguous.1 They mean one thing in the case
of deductive reasoning, another in the case of inductive rea-

soning, and yet another in the case of supporting imperatives,

1P. Edwards, The Logic of Moral Discourse, Ppe 38-39, 131,232,




252

requests and moral judgmentsi Thus, while analyzing the notion of
Mimply" he points out that in the case of deduction if one statement
implies another, then the conjunction of the former with the denial

of the latter is a self-contradiction. But in the case of inductive
reasonings one statement may imply another statement although the
conjunction of the first one with a denial of the second is not a self-
contradictions In yet another sense, "a man, in asserting p, implies
4y if g would be considered by all or most members of the group to
which the man belongs as a good reason for p. The group may of course
be different in different situations, but most frequently it is the

society or culture to which the man belongs."1

Edwards divides moral judgments into two types, non~fundamental
and fundam.ental.2 A non-fundamental moral judgment can be supported
by reasons. It "does not stand on its own feet." But when one is
unable or unwilling to support a moral judgment with a reason, it is a
fundamental onee. Such moral judgments do not have descriptive meaninge
They have emotive meaning only. Most of our moral Jjudgnents, according
to Edwards, are non=wfundamental. Hence most of our moral Judgments oén
be supperted by reasons. These reasons, he maintains, are good reasons
in a society when they are considered to be so by that society. In

actual moral discourse fundamental moral judgments are Very raree.

Edwards further says that there are certain natural features of

1Ibid., Pe 39,
ZIbid. s Pp. 1 82—1 83 'Y



253

an act on which a moral judgment is passed. He thinks that a re-
quest for a justification is fulfilled when these features are
pointed out. Thus, if it is asked, why the Nazi invasion of Po-
land was a bad thing, the justification, the good reasons, may be
supplied in some such way: "It was bad because it was an instance
of breaking promises, because it led to an enormous amount of human
suffering." Similarly, Edwards says, the rational justification

for saying "There ought to be no concentration camps" would be some-
thing like this:"Because they produce terrible suffering for the
prisoners, because they brutalize the guards and those outsiders
with whom they are in contact, and because they tend to produce an
atmosphere of fear throughout the country.“1 Such reasons would be
considered as good reasons in a western community of liberals.

Thus, according to Edwards, once the facts of the case are given it

is not difficult to justify a moral judgment, that is, a non~funda-

mental moral judgment,

Edwards is right when he maintains that in the sense of "de-
ductive justification"no set of factual statements ever provides a
Justification for a request, an imperative or a moral judgment,and
that when an ordinary person claims that a certain moral judgment
1s justified by a certain set of factual statements, he does not
mean"deductively justified". These are all correct observations.It
is also true that most of our moral judgments may be"justified"to an

ordinary man by producing "good reasons" in the senses of"justified™"

TIvia., p. 232.
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and "good reasons" as Edwards uses those words. But the point is
that such community-dependent good reasons for a moral Jjudgment
will not justify it to a sceptic. The sceptic will rightly point
out that the same logic of Edwards which in the community of west-
ern liberals would justify "The Nazi invasion of Poland was bad"
and "There ought to be no concentration camps" would, in Arab so-
ciety in the dark ages, equally Jjustify "Tnfant girls ought to be
buried alive." The type of moral reasoning in all these cases is

precisely the same.

The sceptic's demand for a justification for regarding the
community~-dependent good reasons as good reasons will eventually
drive the ordinary language philosopher to "fundamental moral Jjudg-=
ments"(which carmot be justificd). And the sceptic will be perfect-
ly right in producing an argument like AEW. Because of the evalua-
tive aspect of "good reasons", "reasonable", "justified", etc. his
criticism will be valid. Unfortunately, Edwards does not make any

attempt to reply to such a very plausible objectione

Edwards himself comes to note that the"good reasons" may differ
from socicty to society. And he recognizes that there has to be a
common,ultimate object of approval between two people so that both
may accept certain things as good reasons.He notes that if the Naz-
is approve of breaking promises,and of enormous suffering of man-
kind,then the good reasons given by a western liberal for callingthe

Nazi invasion of Poland"badM™would not be good rcasons in the Nazi com-
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munity.ﬁ However, it seems that Edwards does not think that a failure
to justify a fundamental moral judgment thereby makes a non-fund -
mental moral judgment, which depends on it, unjustified. For he says,
"a satement does not cease to be a good reason or a rational justi-
fication just because this process [of justification] cannot be

continued ad infinitum."2 But I think that this does not touch the

gsceptic's point. This is not that in order to Jjustify a moral judg-
ment the process of justification has to be continued infinitely.
The sceptics are not the sort of people whowant to enter into the
infinite process of straightening the curly tail of a doge. What a
sceptic whnts is some kind of justification of the ultimate or basic
moral Jjudgments because the non-fundamental or ordinary moral judg-
ments depend on them, and unless the fundamental ones are shown to
be Jjustified, the justificationsof the non-fundamental ones remain
very weak. That is to say, in the scale of reasonableness the non-
fundamental moral judgments always remain what I have termed as "rela-
tively reasonable™, (See above p. 237%) And a fundamental moral
Judgment, admittedly, cannot be justified. This means that in Ed-
wards' philosophy there is no such thing as "absolute reasonableness"
of any kind of moral judgment. (I mysclf fully agree with the view
that there is no such thing as"absolute reasonableness" of moral
judgments.) But this is merely an admission that the sceptic's case

cannot be defeated,

"Tvid., p. 231,
Ibid., p. 232.
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(e)

Toulmin's position

Aceording to Toulmin, the criteria for calling a reason "a good
reason" in ethics may be discovered by "giving a descriptive account
of the function of ethical concepts."1 These criteria will indicate
what ethically good reasons are, and by knowing which reasons satisfy
these criteria we will know what we ought to do. To discover these
criteria, we have to elucidate the uses of the words "ethics", "duty",
"ethical", etc. The function of ethics, according to him, is "to
correlate our feelings and behaviour in such a way as to make the ful-
filment of everybody's aims and desires as far as possible compatib-

le."2 It is in the light of this function that one should under-

w2 In

stand the "logical rules to be applied to ethical arguments.
this way one finds that with regard to ethical questions and arguments
good reasoning is distinguished from bad reasoning '"by applying to
individual judgments the test of principle, and to principles the
test of general fecundity."4 So, according to Toulmin, there are two
types of ethically relevant considerations: (1) arguments showing that

the actions enjoined fulfil a "duty" in the "moral code" of the commu-—

nity to which the disputants belong, whereas the actions rejected con-

1S. Toulmin, The Place of Reason in Ethics, p. 193.

“Toide, pe 137

3 Tbia.

*Tbid., p. 160+
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travene this part of the "code"; (2) arguments showing that the
actions enjoined will avoid causing to other members of the community
some inconvenience, annoyance or suffering which would be ocaused by
the actions rejected. (I have paraphrased thisstatement from Toul-
min.)1 Thus Toulmin finds place for both deontological and teleo-
logical forms of reasoning in ethics. In an unambiguous case, the
moral evaluation of an action is to be made in accordance with the
moral rule current in one's community. In the case of a conflict of
duties, one has to act in accordance with that duty which will probably
result in the least preventable suffering. And when the question of
choosing between two moral principles or moral codes is raised, the
choice is to be made in accordance with the principle of avoiding
preventable suffering for other members of the community. According
to Toulmin, the principle that preventable suffering ought to be avoi-
ded 1s bound up with the very concepts of "morality", "duty", etc.
Toulmin supplies paradigm cases to illustrate his point. Let me quote
his presentation of paradigm examples of good reasons in an unam-
biguous case and in the case of a conflict of duties:

esesuppose that T say, 'I feel that I ought to take this

bock and give it back to Jones' (so reporting on my feelings) .

You may ask me, 'But ought you really to do so?' (turning the

gquestion into an ethical one), and it is up to me to produce

my ‘'reasons', if I have any., To begin with, then, I may
reply that I ought to take it back to him, 'because I promised

Ibido, Pe 132.
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to let him have it back before midday' — so classifying

my position as one of S1. 'But ought you really?', you

may repeat. If you do, I can relate 51 to a more general
S2, explaining, 'I ought to, because I promised to let him
have it back's And if you continuc to ask, 'But why ought
you really?', I can answer, in succession, 'Because I ought
to do whatever I promisc him to do'(SB;, 'Because I ought to
do whatever I promise anyone to do'(S4), and 'Because anyone
ought to do whatever he promises anyone else that he will
do! or 'Because it was a promise'(SB). Beyond this point,
however, the question cannot arise: there is no more general
'reason' to be given beyond one which relates the action in
question to an accepted :social practice.

But, if I have a critically ill relative in the house,

who cammot be left, the issue is complicated. The situa-
tion is not sufficiently unambiguous for reasoning from the
practice of promise-keeping to be conclusive: I may therefore
argue, 'That's all very well in the ordinary way, but not
when I've got my grandmother to lock after: whoever heard of
risking someone else's life just to return a borrowed book?!
Unless evidence is produced that thc risks involved in brea-
king my promise to Jones are even greater than those atten-—
ding my grandmother, if she is left alone, I shall conclude
that it is my duty to remain with her...Given two conflict-
ing claimse..onc has to weigh up, as well as one can, the
risks involved in ignoring either, and choose 'the lesser

of the two evils',"

It must be emphasized that according to Toulmin good reasons

for doing an action or accepting a moral principle or a moral code

are community-dependent. As he sayss

If you ask me, 'Which of these two courses of action ought
I to choose?', we can see which of the accepted social
practices are relevant and, if no 'matter of principle' is
involved, estimate (as best as we can) the effects which
either course of action will have on the other members of
the community.3

TTbid., p. 146.
“Ibid., pe 147

3

Ibid., p. 156.
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The reason "X fulfils a duty in the moral code of the community" is

a good reason for "X ought to be done". The reason "X will avoid
causing to other members of the community some preventable suffering
which would be caused by any other alternative course of action" is

a good reason for "X ought to be done". "Actions done in accordance
with the moral principle P will avoid causing to other members of the
community some preventable suffering" is a good reason for "P is a
valid moral principle". Similarly, "Living by the moral code M avoids
preventable suffering to the members of the community" is a good reason

for "M is a valid moral codes"

Toulmin's notion of "good reasons", as I have said, is tied up
with his notion of the function of ethics. But it is not always clear
whether this talk about the function of ethics (i.e., to harmonize our
feelings and conduct in order to fulfil everyone's desires and aims
as much as possible) is supposcd to be a description or whether it is
Toulmin's own recommendation of what the function of ethics should
be. If it is intended tobe the latter, then it is itself a moral
judgment, and hence would need justification. But considering that
Toulmin is doing meta—ecthics by linguistic analysis, I take it that he
is describing the meaning of the "function of ethics". But, as Mackie
aptly points out in his critical notice of Toulmin's book,1 Toulmin's

view about the function of ethics does not follow from the evidence

1J. Mackie, Critical Notice of Toulmin's book in the Australasian
Journal of Philosophy, 1951, p. 121,




260

which he offers for it, and there is no single function of ethics.
Mackie says:

That this is the function of ethics does not, however,
folow from the evidence he presents, the facts that all
communities follow rules of behaviour which meke living
together possible by ensuring that their members show some
respect for each other's interests, and that ethical judg-
ments are comnected with these rules. There is a wide gulf
between showing some respect and trying to maximige satis-
factions. Every adjustment is to some extent a blased one,
and any ethical judgment will promote not harmony in itself
but a particular sort of harmony, so that one function of
ethical judgments will always be to advance some interests
against others.

If Mackie's characterization of (one) function of ethics is correct,
then the supposedly justified actions and moral judgments (by good
reasons) serve to promote a particular sort of harmony of the agents'

interests. Toulmin, moreover, has given no evidence for his charac-

terization of the function of ethics, af against, say, Mackie's.

The important question is, what can we achieve by linguistic
analysis of ethical concepts? After we have analyzed our ordinary
uses of moral terms and our ordinary methods of moral justification,

all that we can expect to get is how in ordinary language those terms

are used and how ordinarily actions and moral judgments are in fact
justifieds No wonder Toulmin's analysis achieves this much and
nothing more. He tells us what is ordinarily considered to be a good
reason in ethics. This seems to be merely a sociological report.

Indeced, Toulmin's type of linguistic analysis can give us nothing more

Tbid.
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than a description of the good reasons currently asccepted in a given
community. Here one who is enquiring from a genuine spirit of philos-
ophical doubt will surely and rightly produce an argument like AEW.
(See above PP 242—245.) Indeed, the real question is vhether what

is thus considered as a good reason in moral discourse is really & good
reason or not. The sceptic would ask, "What is the Justification for
a moral principle which constitutes a good reason for an action in a
community?" And, "What is the justification for the principle of
avoiding preventable suffering? In what capacity does this principle

constitute a good reason for a moral rule?"

Now, Toulmin would perhaps present here his notion of "limiting
questions". Limiting questions, as he says, are "expressed in a
form borrowed from a similar mode of reasoning but not doing the job
which they normally do within that mode of reasoning."1 Like answers
to a child's persistent "Why?", answers to limiting questions succeed
only in regenerating the same question. Toulmin would say that when
in the process of Justification we have reached the principle of
avoiding preventable suffering, we have reached the limits of justifi-
cation in ethics, Such a principle is the basic normative criterion
for the justification of moral appraisalse Toulmin would say that
it does not make sense to ask for any further justification of this
principle. If we are reasoning morally, this principle is the ulti-

mate principle to which we must appeal. We cannot avoid the duty

'tToulmin, Ope Cite, pe 206,
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to prevent avoidable suffering "without completely abandoning the
very ideas of 'duty' and of 'ethics'".1 In this sprit, Kal Niel-
son says:
...if we are reasoning morally [the principle of least

suffering] just is the ultimate principle to which we

must appeal...There cannote... be any further moral con-

siderations, assuming morality continues to have the primar

functions it does have, vwhich would rebut [this principle].

I think that this reply to the sceptic's question is ill-foundede.
Such a treatment, it should be noticed, is ultimately tied to the
Toulminian analysis of the function of ethicse. Toulmin and Nielson
would say that it is because the function of ethics is to correlate
our feelings and behaviour so as to fulfil everybody's aims and de-
sires as much as possible that the principle of avoiding preventable
suffering cannot be questioned. But, as T havetrled to show, follo-
wing Mackie, this description of the function of ethics is not aorrect,
or, at least, it has not been established by the evidence which Toul-
min has presented. On the contrary, if one function of ethics, as
Mackie points out, is to serve some interests against others, then
there seems to be nothing wrong (morally) in violating the principle
of avoiding preventable suffering, if that would serve to achieve a
particular kind of harmony to which some moral agents aspire. Secondly,

it is quite possible to ask, ought the function of ethics to be what

"oid., pe 143,

2 g
K. Nielson, 'The "Good Reasons Approach" and "Onteological Justifi-
cation" of Morality', Philosophical Quarterly, 1959, pe 124.
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Toulmin and Niclson say it is? From the very fact that such a
question can meaningfully be asked, one may begin to doubt the
correctness of Toulmin's description of the function of ethics. Some~
one may question the principle of least suffering and his question may
arise from moral considerations. For instance, someone may claim
(morally) that ordinary people in a society ought to undergo some
amount of preventable suffering, since this helps to develop potent-
ially great men. He may genuinely consider his claim to be a moral
one. It is not true, therefore, that one poses a limiting question

when one asks for a justification of the principle of least sufferinge.

Earlier I pointed out that Toulmin's "good reasons" are community-
dependent. (The same is the case with the "eood reasons" of other
ordinary language philosophers.) T would now like to draw attention
to certain odd results which follow from thise A community, Toulmin
says, is a group of people living together, and respecting one another's
interests.1 In this sense, there can be a Hindu community in Assam,

a Muslim community in East Pakistan, a Nazi community in Germany, etc.
Now, Toulmin tells us that the good reasons (justification) for a

moral principle consist in the flact that by following them preventab-
le suffering will be avoided. But whose suffering? Toulmin's patterns
of ethically relevant arguments are all in terms of the community of
the moral agent. The sufferings of people outside the community of

the agent are not intrinsically relevent. If this is 80, then the

T ooulmin, Tbid., p. 135.
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eviction of the Muslims from Assam by the Assamese Hindus is per-
fectly justified (for such a Hindu) by good moral reasons, since the
fate of the Muslimsdocs not concern the community of the Assamese
Hindus. By evicting the Muslims from Assam the Hindus are not viola-
ting the community-dependent principle of avoiding preventable suffer-
ing. The same may be said @bout the killing of the Hindus by the Mus-
lims of East Pakistan, and also about the extermination of the Jews

by the Nazis under Hitler.

There is a footnote in Toulmin's bock (pe 165) in which he recalls
a conversation with Russell in which the latter remarked as an ob-
jection to Toulmin's account that "it would not have convinced Hitler".
Toulmin comments:"But whoever supposed that it would? We do not pres-
cribe logic as a treatment of lunacy." Herc Toulmin, it seems to me,
has missed Russell's point. I think that the point is not what Toul-
min elsewhere says more clearly: "To show that you ought to choose a
certain action is one thing: to make you want to do what you ought
to do is another, and not a philosopher's task."1 (With this most
philosophers would agree.) But Russell, in saying that Toulmin's
account of gpod reasons would not have convinced Hitler, was not
saying that Toulmin's account of good reasons would have made Hitler
do what he ought to do. Following Toulmin's own account Hitler could
have said that by the standards of his community he had good reasons

for exterminating the Jews. All Hitler would have to be concerned

1Ibid., ps 163,
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with is the happiness or the avoiding of preventable suffering
of the Nazis. Given Toulmin's logic and the principles of the
Nazi moral code, Hitler could morally Jjustify all the atroci-
ties he committed upon the people outside the Nazl community
provided he truly judged that by these acts he would not bring
any preventable suffering to his community. A1l that Toulmin's
logic of good reasons recquires is that one's actions satisfy the
criterion of conforming to a duty in the moral code of one's
community and that one's principles satisfy the criterion of
avoiding preventable suffering or increasing happiness in one's

community.

In connection with what I have said about Toulmin's cha~
racterization of the function of ethics, let me now briefly con-
sider Kemp's attempt to Jjustify fundamental or ultimate moral
principles, a justification which he calls "some kind of ratio-
nal justification or defence which falls short of proof".1
Kemp's attempt, however, does not seem to be based on a linguistic
analysis of moral terms. He rightly rejects, first, the view
that one or more moral principles are self-evidently true, on
the ground that such a Cartesian model of justification in-
vites all the standard objections against intuitionism.

Besides, self-evidence, he rightly says, leaves no room .

1J. Kemp, Reason, Action and Morality, pe. 189.
2. .
Ibld.
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for doubt or disagreement, but disagrecment about the moral

principles is well-known; and the parties who disagree may well

understand those principles. The other view which Kemp rightly

rejects is that one or more moral principies must be taken as

postulates. As he says, 'The value of [such a view] seems doubt-
\

ful as soon as we ask "Why these postulates, rather than any

others?" t]

Now, Kemp, much like Toulmin, claims that the function of
morality and moral rules is to promote co-operation among people
or what he calls "getting on" with other people: "this 'getting on'
with other people is a function (and, I think, the main function)
of moral rules and of morality in generalss.A moral rule or prin-
ciple mustes.fulfil the...condition that it can be adopted as a
means of/initiating or preserving or extending some kind of co-
operation or social activity between human beings."2 Here, un-—
like Toulmin, Kemp is not thinking of the rules and principles
of morality as community-dependent., But he admits the existence
of rival moral systems. (And one has to admit this if one wish-
es not to neglect facts.) Now Kemp says that to tell whether the
systems are reasonable or justified, one has to judge "how well

or badly the rival systems fulfil the function that such systems

must perf‘orm."3

2Ibid--, Pe 196.
3Ibid., pe 192. 1y underlining.
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I very much suspect that Kemp's characterization of the
function of moral rules and principles incorporates a dis-
guised moral judgment. Although, in a footnote, he adds that
the"must" in his claim that one has to judge "how well or badly
the rival systems fulfil the function that such systems must per-
form" is not a "moral must", yet, from the way he presents his
view, it loocks like his own view of what these rules ought to do
or ought to bes If I am right here, then Kemp's attempt to
justify moral systems by judging how well their rules and prin-
ciples perform the function which they are supposed to perform, is
question-begging., On the other hand, if his view of the function
of ethical rules is to be taken as a descriptive account, then it
needs to be supported by evidence, which is unfortunately missing
from his account. Even if we take his accuunt as a descriptive
one, it is possible to raise the same type of question which I
pointed out against Toulmin's account of the function of ethics
and his attempted justification of actions and moral rules by re-
ference to that function. The fact that Toulmin's characteriza-
tion is community-dependent and Kemp's one is not, does not weaken
the objection. One can (morally) question the desirability of
"getting on" or of "co-operation" with others. Furthermore, if
there is no such thing as the function of ethics and ethical rules,
and if "one function of ethical judgments will alwnys be to ad-
vance some intercsts against others" (Mackie), then the moral

attempt to "get on" or "co-operate" with o ther people, from the
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point of view of any moral system, will merely further some
interests against others, Considering things along these lines,
a difficulty inevitably arises when someone, following Kemp's
prescription, tries to judge "how well or badly the rival syst-

ems fulfil the function that such systems must performe"

T do not wish to deny (I rather agree with Kemp) that "al-
though it is doubtless impossible to deduce moral judgments from
purely factual propositions about human nature, human desires and
biological needs, moral principles and truths are nevertheless in
a sense rooted in such f‘ac’cs".JI I merely want to add, for the
sake of clarity, that a moral judgment, because it is "rooted in"

facts about human naoture, is not thereby or therefore Justified or

reasonable. (A rapist may judge "Raping is a desirable kind of
activity", and he as well as we may rcalize that his judgment is
"rooted in" his psychological needs. The judgment does not, for

that reason, become a Justified one.)

At times though, Kemp comes to talk very much like Toulmin.

For example:

If a man has been taught a set of standards which
arc shared by his neighbours this is a good reason
for him to resist any attempt to exchange these
standards for a set that cannot be shown to be
better, even though they may be as good. Agreement
on standards is important; other things being equal,

"Tpid., p. 192,
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it is better for all members of a community to agree

on standards than for there to be two conflicting,

though in the abstract equally reasonable, sets.

For agreement is one of the aspects of co-operation

which 1t is the function of any set of standards to

promote.1
An argument like AEW may be offered against Kemp's view of good
reasons here, and also against the supposed reasonableness of the
standards on which, he thinks, it is better for the members of a
community to agree. Furthermore, I do not think that there is any
necessary connection between intersubjective agreement (which is
according to Kemp, an aspect of co-operation, the function which
moral rules must perform) and objectivity or reasonableness or
Justifiability of a judgment. However, I think that the important
point is that one has first to settle this: What sort of standard
should constitute the basis of co-operation among o group of
people? Co-operation or "getting on" with others is not in itself
a virtue or a justified or reasonable activity. The co-operation
amongst the Nazis themseclves, or someone's co-operation with a

bunch of criminals surely will not appear as justified or reason-

able even to Kemp.

Kemp's admission of the strength of my sceptic's point is
virtually made in such statements of his as followst

seothere may be some moral disagreements...vhich cannot
be settled by any rational procedure, in the sense that

1
Ibide, pe 199. My underlining.



270

there are no conclusive grounds, of any kind that
can without linguistic distortion be described as
rational, for preferring one of the two suggested
courses of action to the other...This is a funda-
mental impossibility,?

sssthere is bound to be a theoretical limit to the
cogency of the reasons.?

eeelf a man's way of life is to be governed by
rational considerations, he has to rccognize

the need to make at least one decision or choice
for which conclusive reasons cannot, in principle,
be given.3

Whatever factors enter into a man's preference

for one way of life over another, this preference

cannot always be shown to be correct or incorrect
by purely rational arguments..ed

In these statements Kemp, instead of giving what he earlier
characterized as "some kind of rational justification or defence"
for one or more fundamental rioral principles, is taking sides
with my sceptic. I have therefore nothing more to say against
Kemps T would rather sgy that he has expressed in the above state-
ments my points (or my sceptic's points) more eloquently than I

myself could.

I would now like to say a few things about the parallel which
the linguistic philosophers make between Justified or reason-

able actions and moral judgments on the one hand, and justified

YIbid., p. 200.

°Tbid,
31bid.

“Tpid., p. 201.
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inductive beliefs on the othere. This will take me to Toulmin
and Edwards ogaine. I shall try to make my discussion ery brief,
considering that the problem of justification of induction is

beyond the scope of this thesis.

From the point of view of his "good reasons" theory, Toulmin
tries to show a parallel between the notion of reasonable or
rational beliefs in science (based on inductive or probabilistic
inferences) and reasonable beliefs in ethics. He says that to be
"rational" in science is to employ "reliable, self-consistent
methods of forming one's scientific beliefs." (This view of
Toulmin is tied to the "ordinary language solution" of Hume's
problem of induction.) Similarly, to be "reasonable" in ethics
is to employ "reliable, self-consistent methods in reaching all
our moral decisions", i.e., to act in accordance with the accep-
ted social practices and the principle of avoiding preventable
suff‘ering.1 Probability, according to him, is not just a matter
of our confidence in a hypothesis, but "a matter of the degree of
confidence with which it is rational to adopt a hypothesis."2
Tn an analogous way, he says, the desirability of a moral prin-
ciple is not "a matter of conviction with which all fully-informed
people do hold to its. This likewise would be true - provided that

we always related our moral judgments to experience 1in a 'reason-

1Toulmin, ope Cite, Do 164
2Ibic1., pe 165.
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able'! waye...But this clears up the problem. The truth is that,
if different people are to agree in their ethical judgments, it
is not enough for them gll to be fully inforned. = They must all

1
be reasonable,"

To show how futile it is to construct, from the point of
view of the philosophy of ordinary language, a parallel between
rational sorts of inductive or scientific beliefs and rational
ethical beliefs, let me first briefly discuss the weakness of
the "ordinary language solution“2 of Hume's problem of induct-
ion. This will be a slight digression from my main discussion,
but I think that it is a necessary one at this stage, and also,
I believe, it will be worth considering for the sake of clarity.
The ordinary language solution of the problem of induetion, it
seems to me, has three main claims. First, it is claimed that
the demand for a deductive sort of justification of induction is
illegitimate. Paul Edwards illustrates this by teking the word
"physician". He argues that if one means by this word "a person
who can cure any disease in less than two minutes", one would be
using the word in a sense far from its ordinary and standard
meaning. In the same way, one who asks for "reasonableness" or

"yalidity" of the deductive type in an inductive argument,

1Ibid.

2Here I take this view as a composite; the authors whose views
come close to it are Toulmin, Edwards, Ayer and Strawson.



would ask for something which is far from the ordinary and stand-
ard meaning of these words as they are used in the field of in-
duotion.1 The second claim of the ordinary language solution of the
problem of induction is that the question of a general Justifica-
tion of induction simply does not arise. In this the proponents of
this theory follow Hume's view of the ultimacy and unavoidability

of the inductive procedure. For example,Strawson says:

Suppose I am convinced that there is nothing to choose,

as far as reason goes, between the 'basic canons’ of induct-
ion, and a consistent counter-inductive policy. Is an 'arbi=-
trary choice' then really open to me?(Just try to make it.)?

Thirdly, they hold that induction is nevertheless a reasonable
procedure, since proceeding according to the canons of induction
is what it means to be reasonable. Strawson says that, ", .ebeing
reasonable" means "o proportion the degree of conviction to the

>

strength of the evidences"” And Toulmin writes, "The gquestion,

what makes a reason a 'good' reason in science, and what makes
an argument or explanation a 'valid' one, can only be answered in

e

terms of the reasons, arguments and explanations we do acceptess"

1 .
P. Edwards, "Bertrand Russell's Doubt About Induction", in Logic

and Language, cds A. Flew. See also Strawsonfs Introduction to
Logical Theory, pe 250,

2
Strawson, "On Justifying Induction", Philosophical Studies,
1958, p. 21,

3Strawson, Introduction to Logical Theory, pe 257

AToulmin, ope Cite, pe. 101,
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This attempt to solve Hume's problem of induction, of course,
clarifies the muddle which underlies Hume's demand. Hume asked
for a demonstrative validation of induction. The argument of
these philosophers makes it clear that such a demand is illegi-
timate, because induction is not deduction. To cast doubt upon induoct-
ion on the ground that it does not conform to thec standard of |
deductive validity is to misunderstand the nature of induction.
It may be thought that the ordinary language philosophers' argu-
ment simply proves a platitude that induction is not deduction.
But it should be noted that although it may now appear to be a
commonplace assertion that induction is not deduction, yet it was
necessary to express it, in the way that these philosophers have
done, in order to dispel confusions that shroud Hume's manner of

posing the problem.

But let me now point out why the ordinary language solution
of the problem of induction fails. It fails first of all be-
cause an argument like AEW can be produced against this attempt.
The question whether the "good reasons", "justified", "valid" etc.,
as they are applied to induction by these philosophers, are really
good reasons, Jjustified, etc. does afise, and. cannot be refuted
by an appeal to ordinary language, and the actual practice of the
scientistss A challenge like Strawson's to act upon a counter-
inductive policy does not really touch the logical issue invol=-

vede It merely shows the practical triviality of the problem.
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Men have often relied on diverse methods of prognosticatione.
Not all men, always, follow the inductive policy for the purpose
of prediction., If we are being unreasonable to accept the other
candidates, 1t has to be shown why we are unreasonable. And
ewen if it were practically impossible to act upon a non-inductive
policy, let alone a counter-inductive policy, this does mot logi-~
ocally establish the superiority of the inductive policy over the

non-inductivec ones,

To rest the matter of justification on linguistic usage or
the actual practice of working scientists seems to be a shuffling
evasion of the logical issue of Justifying induction, Everyone
in our culture may accept a certain policy, be it political,
scientific, religious or moral, as reasonable or rational, but it
is not this general or universal acceptance which makes it s0.
In our language the word "rational" may have been permeated,
as the linguistic philosophers claim, by the commitment to the
practice of induction. But this merely shows that the rationali-
ty of the inductive policy has been accepted as a kind of social
conformity regarding language. Surely social conformity has
nothing to do with the logical issue of reasonableness or ration-

ality or Justification,.

After somcone comes to realize the strength of the above

criticism of the ordinary language philosophers! solution of the
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problem of induction, it will be easy for him to accept that
Toulmin's or Edwards' ordinery language solution of thc problem
of reasonableness of conduct is equally fallacious. What Toul-
min says does not "clear up the problem" at all. He has not
cleared up the problem of what it means to be "reasonable" in
ethics. All we learn from him is that to be "reasonable" in
ethics is to follow thc community-dependent "good reasons", just
as to be"recasonable" in science is to accept the actual practice
of working scientistse But, as I havc said, the status of such
"good reasons" is not very different from that of a sociologi-
cal report. The philosophical question is, why are they "good
reasons"? What good ground is there to accept the comaunity-
dependent good reasons as really good rcasons? The reasonable
man of thesc linguistic philosophers seems to be a man who is a
conformist to the accepted moral code of his community. An
obedient member of the Gestapo would be a reasonable man in the
Nazi community. But surely, these philosophers, being members
of the western liberal community, would not rcgard such a man

as reasonablee

Let me point out very briefly why an analogy between the
justification of deductive and inductive reasonings on the
one hand, and that of ethical reasonings on thc other, cannot
be legitimately drawn. Suppose somcone maintains the followe

ing: (1) Reasonable or justified deductive arguments are those



277

which are actually conducted in accordance with the rules of
deduction, (rules of inference). The definition of "deductive
reasoning" would show which arguments are deductively valid and
which are not. (2) Reasonable or justified inductive arguments
are those which are actually conducted in accordancc with the
canons of induction., These canons would show which particular
arguments are or are not inductively reasonablce (3) Reasonable
or justificd ethical arguments are those which are actually con-
ducted in accordancc with the existing ethical principles, rules,

precepts, etcs

Now, the proper reply to such an approach will be the follow-
ing. (1) Therc¢ is virtually no disagrecment about the correct
rules of deduction. We know what those rules arc. So it is easy
to decide which arguments arc deductively valid or Justified or
reasonablc. (The disagreement about rules of deduction, if there
be any, is of no practical importancec, and can be settled,) (2)

We know very well what the canons of induction arce (The question
whether these canons arc justified, again, is not a matter of
practical importance. And disagreement about thc acceptability

of these canons of induction is negligible.) So we can casily
determine which arguments are inductivcly Jjustified or reason-
able. But (3) there is no onc definition of what it means to

be ethical or moral, what the "function of ethics or moral rules

or morality" is, and what the moral rules are. There are many
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rival systems of norals. So how can we decide which ethical
reasoning is ethically reasonable? The point is that it is by no

neans clear what we are to understand by "ethical reasonableness".

The nerit of the "good reasons" approach, both in the field
of induction and in that of ethics, is that it shows us clearly
that it is a nuddle to ask for a kind of Jjustification for a cer-
tain thing which cannot possibly be given because of the very
nature of that thing. The proponents of this approach are right
when they say that the standards of deductive and inductive just-
ification are simply irrelevant to ethical reasoning. But it nust
be noted that the sceptic's demand for a proof that something or
other is a good reason in the fieldsof action and morality is not
necessarily a demand for a deéuctive or inductive proofe He may
produce an argument like AEW (see above ppe 21,2-243%) which has
nothing to do with a demand for a deductive or inductive Justifi-
cation or reasonablencss of the so-called good reasons. A critic
of AEW might say that an argument like AEV against the "good
reasons™ approach indicates merely that we can always challenge
any grading criterion. He might argue that unless we can tell what
counts as a reason for or against something, a demand for reasons
in such a case is senseless.1 And if such a demand is continued,
we could in principle never find an ultimate justification of

moral judgments. In reply to this criticism of an argument like

1 A, .

For such a criticism of AEW, see Kai Nielson's ' "The Good
Reasons Approach™ and "Ontological Justification" of Morality',
pe 128,
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AEW, I would like to say that the sceptic does not have to be
able to tell what it would be like to give reasons for a grad-
ing criterion. The onus, clearly, lies on his opponent. If it
is shown that an ultimate justification of moral Jjudgments cannot
be given, then this will only go to establish the sceptic's
point. Indeed, when I read some philosophers saying that "in
ethicse.. the range of decisions for which it makes sense to talk
of a 'moral justification' is limited...there is a point up to
which morality can take you, but beyond which it cannot go i

I tend to suspect that instead of refuting my sceptic, they in

fact merely support him.

1Toulmin, ops Cit., pe 156,
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THE QUALIFIED ATTITUDE METHOD AND

THE IMPARTIAL SPECTATOR THEORY

The theory of justification or reasonableness of actlons and
moral beliefs which I shall now examine is of special interest for
this enquiry in that most of its attractive features were fore-
shadowed by Hume himself in connection with his analysis of the
meaning of moral judgments and moral terms. I shall therefore have
to say a few things about Hume's viewson these matters., The theory
which I am now concerned with is called "the Qualified Attitude

Method", and its proponent is Richard Brandt.1

Brandt thinks that there is a parallel b etween the problem of
justifying scientific beliefs and that of justifying ethical be-
liefs. Neither scientific beliefs nor ethical beliefs are entailed
by observational evidence. But, he points out, there is "a rule
of induction" which prescribes that scientific beliefs be accepted
in the presence of a certain type of evidence. He maintains that
ethical beliefs, too, may be justified by a directive similar to
the rule of induction. And just as the rule of induction may be
supported by some reasons (Brandt mentions reasons of the vindi-

cation type which Feigl's theory of vindication of induction

1
R. Brandt, Ethical Theory, Chapter Ten, pp. 241-269.
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upholds1), so also this directive in ethics may be supported by
reasons. Let me now point out how Brandt presents such a rule in

ethics and supports it.

He points out that we test tentative ethical conclusions by
appealing to moral principles. But, he says, there are situations
of conflict between principles themselves. And these principles
are often imprecise; they are not written down with all the quali-
fications needed, Also, sometimes we find it necessary to correct
or abandon a given principle. When, under such circumstances, a
supplement to principles is required, we can accept "the prompt-

ings of the attitudes we find persisting in ourselves, with certain

important restrictions and reservations.e..we can do this, and it
seems that sometimes we do." These restrictions and reservations are
as follows: (1) The attitude must be impartial. It "would not be
changed if positions of individuals were reversed, or if the in-
dividuals involved were different from whom they are." (2) It

must be adequately informed. "An attitude is informed...if it

would stand up in the face of a vivid awareness of relevant facts,

if the person were impartial." (3) The attitude must be taken in

a normal state of mind, A person is normal when he is not ill,
insane, fatigued, angry, grieved, depressed, etc. (4) The atti-

tude must be such that accepting its prompting should not be in~

1 3 > = o A . . .
H. Feigl, "De Principiis Non Disputandume..?" in Philosophical
Analysis, ed. Max Black.




282

compatible with having a system of consistent general principles
which is not excessively complex. By accepting the prompting of
such an attitude, Brandt maintains, we can test ethical judgments.
This is "the Qualified Attitude Method". He now puts forward'a
general principle about when an ethical statement is to be assert—
ed, comparable to a rule of induction, The principle is this:
"Assert an ethical proposition if and only if it satisfies the
conditions of the Qualified Attitude Method," ! ! (Henceforward

when I mention Brandt's Method, I shall abbreviate it as QAM.)

Brandt claims "not only that the Method (and the correspon-
ding rule) represents our practice in moral reflection (just as in-
ductive methods and the rule of induction represent the practice
of working scientists), but also that there are good reasons for

using the method, for accepting and following the rule."Z

One such good reason, he claims, is that the
QAN ' is a better alternative than other methods by which
people have tried to justify ethical belief's. He considers three
such methods, and tries to establish the superiority of the QAM
in the following manner. First, it is better than the theologi-
cal method according to which we justify ethical judgments by
referring them to the will of God. The QAM is better because it

gives a definite account of how exactly we do or should go about

1Ibido, p. 251 L]
°Thid., ppe 251-252.
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answering ethical questions, whereas the theological method does
not. Secondly, the QAM is better than the method which tries to
solve ethical problems by appealing to what is "natural", because
the latter method does not tell us what kinds of events in nature
are good or desirable. Finally, the QAM is superior to the utili-
tarian method., Brandt considers in particular rule-utilitarianism
which he takes to be the most influential kind of utilitarianism.
He claims that the rule-utilitarian method has to use the QAM in
order to decide what social system will yield maximum welfare. In
Brandt's opinion, ultimately there is no plausible alternative to
the appeal to preferences and the preferences must be such that they
fulfil the conditions of the QAM. Again, the rule-utilitarian
method is defective because we must consider whether we should take
account of other things besides the welfare of the sentient beings
in determining rightness of conduct. Also, it rules out what
Brandt calls the consideration of "equality of welfare". The QAM

is free from these defectse.

Before I proceed to consider Brandt's other positive defencesof
the QAM let me make one comment on Brandt's supports for the Method,
which I have just described. Even if Brandt's claim that the QAM
is superior to the three methods is true, this does not prove that
it is superior to all such methods so far presented and which one
could conceive of. However, I do not wish to construe this as a

sceptical counter-argument. The argument is directed towards some~
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one who believes that some method or other can justify ethical
judgments. For one who denies the possibility of ultimate Justi-
fication of ethical judgments by any kind of method, the above
kind of support for the QAM will not be attractive at all. This

is for the following reason. If I believe, for instance, in the
rule-utilitarian method, and then it is shown to me that the QAN is
superior to my method, then perhaps I shall accept the QAM., But if
I do not believe in any method, then there will be no method for me
to which the QAM might be superior. So even if the QAM is superior
to all other methods, this will not convince a sceptic who denies
the possibility of ultimate justification of moral judgments by any

kind of method,

Now, Brandt offers same positive supports which he considers
as some "really convincing reasons" for the @AM. TFirst, he tries to
support the view that in judging the force of conflicting princip-
les we must appeal to our attitudes., He says that it is difficult
to think of an alternative., Now, I am quite willing to admit that
ultimately we do appeal to attitudes or desires or "passions" when
we try to Jjustify actions and moral judgments. It is quite in line
with Hume's view to say that factual and logical considerations are
not enough; that moral Jjudgments ultimately rest on feelings (or
attitudes). But it is not at all clear to me how an appeal to a
certain kind of attitude will justify a moral judgment. I shall

very soon indicate how it is possible for two persons to have two
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opposite moral beliefs when they appeal to their attitudes, even
when their attitudes are of the special kind which Brandt recom=

mends.

According to Brandt, the most important condition by which
our attitudes must be qualified is impartiality. He argues for
this in the following way. First, if a moral principle is not judg-
ed by an impartial attitude, then no one could be logically forced
to embrace an ethical principle which he did not like. And in that
case "a reasonable adjudication of conflicts of interests" would not

be possible., He says:

A general principle, supported by or gulded by impartial
attitudes, is fitted in Jjust this way, and can command
the respect of reasonable men, If ethical principles are
general and impartial principles in this sense, then and
only then arec they fitted to the social task ethical
principles are ordinarily expected to perform.]

Secondly, by following the dictates of an impartial attitude we

would have a better chancc of general benefit.

The above reasons which Brandt offers for the condition of im-
partiality must be carefully examined. He seems to have assumed

that the task of ethical principles is to adjudicate conflicts of

interestses It is debatable whether this assumption is true. As I
have already indicated, following Mackie, there is no such thing

as the function or task of ethics and ethical principles. It is

1Ibid., pe 263, My underlining.
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quite possible for a man to claim (morally) that conflicts of
interests in a society are necessary for the development of a cer—
tain kind of person, and that this is what is desirable, We cannot
say that such a man does not know what we "hope for" in ethics. It
is merely that his notion of the task of ethical principles is
different. (We may recall here Nietzsche, who rejected the princip-
le of compassion. Nietzsche did not really go beyond morality,

but by rejecting that sort of principle he was merely, as he him-
self thought, "transvaluing" the principle of (what he considered
to be) "slave-morality.") Hence a support of impartiality by re-
lating it to the task of ethical principles will not doe As I have
also indicated in the last chapter, any characterization of the
task of ethics seems to incorporate a disguised moral judgmente
(Brandt's view of the task of ethical principles, l.c., "to ad-
judicate conflicts of interests" seems to me to be a moral Jjudg-
ment itself.) And, hence, to support a certain kind of attitude
by referring it to a supposed task of ethics is to beg the quest~
ion. One can always question the desirability of any supposed task

of ethical principles.

T would like to meke here a few remarks on any attempt which
tries to establish such things as the objectivity or justification
or reasonableness of moral judgments by appealing to such consi-
derations as impartiality, disinterestedness, etc., which, it is

often claimed, any moral agent should observe. Some philosophers
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take such features as constituting a formal standard of right and
wrong. The question which I want to raise is, what are we to under-
stand by moral impartiality, moral disinterestedness, etc.? Is it

that impartiality, disinterestedness, etc., by themsclves, deter-

mine the nature of a moral judgment? It seems to me that there are
plenty of cases where partiality for example, would not be con-
sidered as undesirable (morally)., Let me take a familiar case to
illustrate this. Buppose a mother prefers to look after the in-
terests of her own children more than to look after the interests
of other people's children. In this she surely displays partiality
to her own children. But do we call her "immoral" for this reason?

Considerations like this show that without referring to some prior

moral considerations, features like impartiality, disinterestedness,

etc. cannot be regacrded as formal features of moral standards. But
when impartiality, disinterestedness, etc., in thisway, do con-
stitute featurcs of moral standards, they are found to be some moral
principles themselves. No wonder, some philosophers,€egs, Monro,
would rightly claim that "The principle of impartialitye..is not
morally neutral, but is itself a moral principle. Hence it is ex-
posed to all the traditional questions about the nature and Justi-
fication of moral principles..."1. Indecd, the principles of im-
partiality, disinterestedness, fairness, ctc. themselves need to

be justified or shown to be reasonable.

1Monro, ope cit., p. 205.
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Brandt seems to have taken "a reasonable man" to be a man who
respects impartial attitudes and the general principles which are
based on theme That is, "a reasonable man", according to him, is
s moral man in his sense of "moral". Given Brandt's sense of
"moral", a men who docs not wish to be impartial is "unreasonable"
only in the moral sense of "unreasonable". But it must be noted
that terms like "reasonable" and "rational" are context-dependent.
If for reasons of self-interest a person does not wamt to take an
impartial attitude, then we cannot call him "unreasonable" in
another sense (prudential sense) of the term. To show that he is
unreasonable in the second sensec, it has to be shown that there are
good non-moral reasons (i.ee, rensons of self-interest or prudent-
ial reasons) for him to be impartial. I think that this cannot be

shown. Let me discuss this brieflye.

Suppose that someone denies that there is any good reason for
his being impartial. What can Brandt say about him? He might
point out that such a person is unreasonable because he does not
wish to serve the ethical purpose of adjudicating conflicting in-
terests. But we must note here that this is his failure to be

ethically reasonable, only if ethical reasonnblencss implies im-

partiality. (Incidentally, as I have tried to show, it has not
buen established by Brandt that ethical reasonubleness does imply
impartiality, disinterestedness, etce)e But the person in question

may not be within the bounds of morality. He can reasonably ask,
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"hy must I be moral?" To such a person 1t will now perhaps be
said that if people usually do not act impartially then the re-
sult will be something like what Hobues called "the state of na-
turc". This may be granted, but this does not really fulfil his
demand for reasons for his being impartial. He may say that if
all people act impartially, there may be what his opponents con-
sider as a desirable social life, but that docs not give any gua-
rantee that his own ends will thereby be fulfilled, Here it will
not do to reply in thc manner of Brian Medlin that moral philo-
sophers are not rat-catchers, that good fellows should not bother
to justify morality (or impartiality) to such a person.1 Such a
reply is not only irrelevant, but also an indirect admission of

the moral philosopher's failurec.

Furthermorc, the person who guestions the desirability of im~-
partiality is not raising a senseless question. It is not sense-
less to ask for non-moral (prudential) reasons for being impartial.
He might apply Hume's "veridical paradox"z: "7y s not contrary to
reason to prefer the destruction of the whole world to the scratch-

ing of my finger,"

Perhaps it will now be said to such a person
that by always acting partially he will get into difficulties (as

Hume puts it, "so many contradictions to our sentiments in so-

ciety and conversation" (T. 583». But even this will not do,

1B. Mcdlin, "Ultimatc Principles and Ethical Egoism", Australasian
Journal of Philosophy, 1957, ppe 113-11.,

2 . g g

T have tnken this useful phrasc which properly describes parado-
xes of this kind, from Quine's The Ways of Paradox and Other
Essays, Ps De
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because it is gquite possible for a sufficiently intelligent person
to avoid the difficulties which result from his being partial.,
Finally, one may point out that human nature is such that peorle
have a pro-attitude towards impartiality. This may be quite true.
As Hume observes on pe 583 of his Treatise, there may be causes
for peoples' taking such an attitude towards impartialicy, but

the point is that this is not a justification for impartiality,

and Hume did not think that it wase.

Much the same thing may be said ggainst Brandt's second reason
that by being impartial we should have a better chance of promo-
ting general welfarc. BEven though a greater probability of gene-
ral welfare is admitted, this does not constitutc a convincing rea-
son why I should adopt an impartial attitude. For cxample, I may

be an individual egoist and I may be shrewd enough to attain my

welfare better by being partial.1

I should now like to argue that an AEW ( see pp. 24 2-2l 3above)

1A_"Lthough Hume at times shows egoistic leanings (see Macnabb, op.
cite, pp. 187-188), therc are sound arguments (see F.C. Sharp,
"Hume's Ethical Theory and Its Critics", Mind, 1921)which show
that he is not an egoist. The important thing to sec here is that
one can arguec in the above manner against a position like Braondt's
whether one is or is not an egoist. Hume would probably have agreed
with the logical soundness of my above arguments, for he says,"It
would be a little difficult to find any [reasoning] which will
appear to [a man in whom self-love has overridden his moral sense]
satisfactory and convineing."(E.283). By arguments we cannot con-
vince a man nbout the desirability (moral and prudential) of im-
partiality if, as Hume would say, "his heart rebel not against"
partiality.
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can be presented against Brandt's position, and that he cannot
avoid this difficulty without making a fallacious AVEV (see pp.
241-242 above)e Brandt's claim, as I understand, is the following:
A moral principle is justified or reasonable when it satisfies the
prompting of a certain qualified attitude. Now, I would like to
ask, is this an evaluative statement? Or, is it a definition? If
it is the former, then AEW can be applied to the use of the eva-
luative words "justified" and "reasonable" in that statement, Ir
it is the latter, then he would use an AVFV in order to characteri-
ze any moral judgment as "justified" or "preasonable", in an eva-
luative sense of thesec words, on thc ground that it fits his de-

finition,

What I have just said against Brandt's claim that a moral
principle is justified or reasoneble when 1t satisfices the prompt-
ing of a certain qualified attitude, I think, equally applies to

his claim that a rcasonable man is one who respects impartial atti-

tudes and the general principles which are based on them. That is
to say, this claim (about "a reasonable men®) is to be construed as
either an evaluative statement or a definition, If it is the for-
mer, then it is subject to AEW; but if it is the latter, then
Brandt would make an AVFV when he would evaluate a man as a

reasonable man on the ground that the man fits his definition.

The chief attraction of the QAM lies in its claim that ethi-

cal beliefs and judgments must be tested by a human attitude of a
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certain kind. It recognizes the important fact that ultimately
matters of morals rest on what Hume would call "passions". But
the very feature which makes 1t attractive is also a reason why

it cannot be as objective as Brandt thinks it to be. It is quite
possible that two people following the QAM may reach two different
conclusions about an ethical belief. Onc of them may be as impar-
tial, well-informcd, normal as the other, and yet their attitudes
towards a certain ethical belief may differ, becausc of their
psychological and sociological background and their temperamental
bias. For example, an impartial, well-informcd and normal person
may say "Killing under any circumstances is wrong", and another
equally impartial, well-informed and normal person may assert,
"Killing under certain circumstances, €.8., killing & dangerous cri-
minal like Hitler, is right." Both of them may desire to univer-
salize their moral principles. Thus both persons may fulfil the
conditions of the QAN and yct may arrive at opposite moral judg-

mcnt se

It scems to mc that the QAM or any similar position cannot
show that meta—ethical relativism (i.e., the view that there is no
objective way of justifying one moral judgment against another) is
false. It is quite possible that all people might be fully infor-
med, impartial, normal, etec. and yet they would hold to different
and conflicting ethical belicfs. Frankena claims that meta-

ethical relativism is a wesak theory when it depends on desoriptive
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relativism. I grant this; it is true that the latter does not
imply the former. But Frankena further maintains that meta-ethical
relativism cannot be proved because it is not possible to prove
that if people had certain qualifications (such as thosc which the
QAN imposes,though Frankena docs not mention the OgM), then they
would not have the same ethical belicfs. Thus he sayss

eoeis extremely difficult to show that people's bagic

ethical and value judgments would still be different even

if they were fully enlightened, conceptually clcar, shared

the same factual belicfs, and were taking the same point of

view. To show this, onc would have to find clear @ases in

which all of these conditions arc fulfilled and pecple still

differ,?
I think that this argument does not show any weakness of meta-
ethical relativisms. On the contrary, if it is true that two fully
impartial, factually well-informed, normal, (etc.) people can hold
two diffeerent and conflicting ethical belief's, then it has to be
granted that even in that hypothetical world where all people have
all those qualifications which Frankcna and Brandt impose, they
could still maintain different and opposite ethical vicws. It is
not necessary for a meta~ethical relativist to present "clecar cases™,
(of the sort which Frankena mentions) to prove his point, because
his position is a negativistic one; he denies that there can be
any objective method to Justify one ethical Judgment against anoth-

er. He does not begin his theory with a reference to a hypotheti-

1W‘.K. Frankena, Ethics, p. 93.I suppose that in this quotation, by
the phrase "the same point of view", Frankena docs not mean"the same
moral point of view"; otherwise, he would be guilty of making cipr-
cular reasoning.



294

cal situation. The onus of'citing "clear cases" to prove their
point lies on his opponents who begin by presenting a hypothetical
situation where people could have those qualifications which would
result in their having identical moral beliefs. Thc best that

a meta~ethical relativist needs to do is to point out that even in
such a hypothetical world, the result could be different, And I
think that in view of what I have said this possibility cannot be

denied.

I would now like to examine thc parallel which Brandt draws
between induction and his QAM. T think that the parallel is mis-
leading. First, it is practically impossible not to follow in-
duction. For the purpose of prediction working scientists have
alrcady accepted it. But the QAM is surely not unavoidable in
ethical matters. It cannot be safely said that the QAN represents
the accepted practice in testing ethical belicfse. In fact, there
is no one single method in ethics which can claim the same logical

status as induction does in science and ordinary life,

One of the purposes of science, it is agreed, is to predict,
and induction is applied to serve this purpose. But there is no
general agreement about the purpose of ethics; neither is it
possible to fix onc in a logically impeccable manner. Many
people might agree with Brandt that what we "hope for" in ethics
is to M"adjudicate conflicts of intcrests™. But, as I have said,

there may be people who may regard the promotion of conflicts of
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intercsts as a desirable purpose of ethics. These people will
differ from one another in their views about the purpose of
ethics, but this does not mean that one of them does not know the
meaning of "the purpose of ethics". Now, when there is no agree-
ment about the purpose of ethics, there cannot be any one method
of settling ethical disputes which could be termed as "the ra-

tional or justified method in ethics."

T have said that by following the QAM it is possible for two
people to arrive at two different conclusions about an ethical be-
lief. But this sort of thing cannot happen when two people infer
inductively. Given the evidence, a use of this method must lead
to the same conclusion, no matter who makes the inference, If X
has seen 900 out of 1000 crows to be black, and so has ¥, both
must conclude by the probabilistic kind of inductive reasoning
that "Probably 9/10 crows of the world are black." Their con-
clusion may be invalid by the standard of deductive logic: it
may also be that a satisfactory justification for inductive in-

ferences cannot be given. But that is a different matter.

Finally, it must be said that even if the two methods = the
QAM in ethics and induction in science - are logically on a par,
this would not show that the QAM is a reasonable or Justified
method, The recasonableness or Jjustification of induction has
not yet been established. (It is not a proper place to go into

this question of justification of induction. But I hope it will
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serve the present purpose to refer to the admission of the pro-
ponents of the latest theories which attempt to justify in-
duction, e.ge, vindication, that their attempts have not succeed-
ed. Note, for example, the statement of W,C. Salmon which I
have quoted on p. 338 below. In the last chapter I have brief-
ly shown why another widely accepted contemporary attempt to

justify induction, i.e., the ordinary language solution, fails.1)

It is interesting to note that Brandt's QAM makes use of some
of the things which Hume says about the meaning of moral terms
and moral judgmentse Hence I shall take this occasion to discuss
briefly Hume's views on this subject. I shall try to show that
although he recognizes the element of feeling (or attitude) and
the two conditions - that of impartiality and that of one's being
well-informed - which are involved in making a moral judgment, he
docs this only as a descriptive analysis, and wisely does not take the
further step of regarding this as a normative view of moral
judgments. Unlike Brandt, he does not attempt to justify moral
judgments. I suppose that if pressed, Hume would make a distinc-
tion between the question whether certain judgments fit the des-
cription of moral judgments, and hence are moral judgments, and
the question whether moral judgments are reasonable or justified.
He could consistently make the same sort of distinction between

whether an inference is an inductive inference and the question

1
I am of course aware that what I have said does not prove that
the justification of induction has not yet been established. But
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whether inductive inferences are justified. I shall soon discuss

this point in morec details.

It is not easy to present Hume's views on the meaning of
moral judgments and moral terms, because he says different things
on different occasions. I think that it is possible to discern
at least six different views in Hume's writings. But his dominent
view seems to be a modified subjectivism which takes into account
not only the element of feeling (or attitude) but also certain
conditions which the spesker must fulfil when making his moral
judgment. I shall present this view in a little detail. But first

let me briefly state his other five views.

There is a passage in the Treatise where he presents three

different views. I shall quote the passage and number the views:

(1] An action, or sentiment, or character is virtuous

or vicious; why? because its view causes a pleasure

or uneasiness of a particular kinde..[2] To have the
sense of virtue, is nothing but to feel a satisfaction

of a particular kind from the contemplation of a
character, The very feeling constitutes our praise or
admiratione..[3] We do not infer a character to be vir-
tuous, because it pleascs: But in feeling that it
pleases after such a particular manner, we in effect feel
that it is virtuous. (Ts 471).

to prove this I would have to make a separate study which I cannot
do here. However, I believe that what I have said would roughly
indicate that it is not easy for a logically oriented philosopher
to find satisfaction from the attempts to justify induction which
have so far been made.
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[1] may be called "causal subjectivism"1 according to which a
moral judgment asserts that a character or action is good or vir-
tuous because it causes a certain feelings In [1] Hume seems to
take "X is virtuous" to mean "X causes in the beholder a pleasant
feeling of a particular kind". According to [2], moral judgments
cannot express propositions, whereas according to [3], moral judg-
ments do express propositions.2 [2] states that "The very feeling
constitutes our praise or admiration," In this sense, when I say
"X is virtuous", I do not judge about my feeling of approbation.

I simply express my feeling, and this is not to assert a proposi-

5 "feeling that", "feel

tion., In [5], however, as Prior notes,
that" do not refer to the strict psychological sense of the word
"feel", but to "judge that" or "being aware that". Accordingly,
here "X is virtuous" means "I judge that X is evoking a certain

n b

feeling in me",

I borrow this phrase from Paul Edwards, op. cite, De 46.

gA.N. Prior comes close to seeing this, but he expresses this

third view of Hume as that moral judgments express "meaning"(he
does not s ay"proposition™). See Prior's Logic and the Basis of
Ethics,pe59. He secms here to be muddled, or at least unclear,
about "meaning" just as Russell was.

BIbid., Ppe 58-61.

4See also Treatise,ps 469: "...when you pronounce any action or
character to be vicious, you mean nothing, but that from the con-
stitution of your nature you have a feeling or sentiment of blame
from the contemplation of it."
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Tt is possible also to trace a very different kind of sub=-
jectivism in Hume which may be termed as "public subjectivism".1
While expressing this view Hume maintains that "X is virtuous"
means "All or most people have or would have a peculiar feeling
of approval towards X". Broad attributes this view to Hume, ale
though he does not consider it as a form of subjectivism since it
leaves room for "argument and refutation in ethical matters."
However, I do not want to enter into a trivial controversy about
whether or not we should call it a kind of subjectivism; it
would be a controversy merely about how a certain thing is to be
oalled, But what is unfortunate is that Broad takes [4] as
Hume's only view about the meaning of moral terms. Stevenson also
ascribes to Hume a view wery similar to [4], but he qualifies it by
the condition of the speaker's having adequate factual information.
Thus he rephrascs one of Hume's definition of virtue ("whatever
mental action or quality gives to a spectator the pleasing senti-
ment of approbation") as follows: ' "X is a virtue" has the same
meaning as "X would be the object of approbation of almost any
person who has full and clear factual information about X" '_3

Unlike Broad, Stevenson does not deny that there are other ver-

sions of subjectivism in Hume.

T borrow this term from Paul Edwards, ops cits, pe 46.
2C.D. Broad, ope cit., p. 85.
3C.L. Stevenson, Ethics and Language, ppe 272=27ke

4Ibid., Pe 274, footnotes
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It may be noted that Hume at times shows a tendency to com=
nect his [3] with [4]. In one place in the Treatise (ppe5Lb-T7)
he states that vice and virtue of a character depends on the
private feeling of the speaker, but adds in a footnote that there
is a uniformity in the general sentiments of mankind. That is,
most of us are constituted alike, and hence most of us would feel
the same sort of moral fecling towards a character. In fact,
this assumption underlies Hume's whole work. In the Engquiry,too,
we read: "The notion of morals implies some sentiment common to
all mankind, which recommends the same object to general approba=
tion, and makes every man, or most men, agree in the same opinion
or decision concerning it." (E. 272)s I wish to comment here that
Hume has not proved this assumption. As I said on pe 157 above,
even if it is true that moral judgments are made as recommendations
of something (of that what is considered to be good or virtuous,
etc.) to all people, this does not prove that there is a common
moral sentiment, although this kind of sentiment may be presuppo-

sed by the speakers when they make their moral recommendations.

There is one passage in the Enguiry where Paul Edwards has
traced another theory of Hume about the meaning of moral judg-
ments.1 It is a kind of objectivism [5]. The theory is that X
is vicious" means "X possesses certain qualities whose tendency

is pernicious to society."(This interpretation of Hume's view

P, Eawards, op. cite, ppe 148-149.
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resembles Edwards! own theory of the meaning of moral judgmentsw)

Let me quote the passage in its entirety, as Edwards himself has

done:

Wnen a man denominates another his enemy, his rival, his
antagonist, his adversary, he is under stood to speak the
language of self-love, and to express sentiments, peculiar

to himself, and arising from his peculiar circumstances and
situation. But when he bestows on any man the epithets of
vicious or odious or depraved, he then speaks another language,
and expresses sentiments, in which he expects all his audience
are to concur with him. He must here, therefore, depart from
his private and particular situation, and must choose a point
of view, common to him with others; he must move some uni-
versal principle of the human frame, and touch a string to
which all mankind have an accord and symphony. Lf he mean,
therefore, to express that this man possesses qualities,

whose tendency is persmicious to society, he has chosen this
common point of view, and has touched the principle of humani-
ty, in which every man, in some degree concurse. (E. 272).

It should be noticed that the first half of the passage does not
express the form of objectivism which Edwards attributes to Hume.
TIn the first half Hume still maintains that moral judgments express
sentiment of a peculiar kind, It is only towards the end of the
passage that Hume slides into the view which RBdwards refers tos
However, it is interesting to see how Hume, not very infrequently,

slides from one view to another,

Now let me come to Hume's sixth view about the meaning of
moral terms and judgments, which concerns the present discussion
most of all. Hume freguently shows a tendency to hold the view
that "X is virtuous" means "When X is judged impartially and with

full information about X, then X arouses a pleasant feeling of
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approbation." This is the view which T want to ascribe to him
(although I admit that Hume holds all of the other five views).

I propose to call it "Hume's impartial spectator theory of the
meaning of moral terms and judgmenta" [6]. While discussing Hume's
doctrine of the calm passions, I pointed out that he maintains that
the rules of morality and an impartial standpoint are due to "a
general calm determination of the passions, founded on some dist-
ant view or reflection." Now, this sixth theory of Hume about the
meaning of moral terms and judgments is closely related to that
view of his sbout the rules of morality and an impartial point of
view. I shall, therefore, have to repeat a few things which I said

in connection with Hume's view of the rules of morality and impartia-

lity.

Hume has not presented [6] systematically, but I think that
the following account will justify my ascription of [6] to hime
We may interpret Hume as holding [6] when we find that he qualifies
his c ausal subjectivism by saying that a character or an action is
denominated morally good or evil when it is judged impartially,
"without r eference to our particular interest", and it causes the

peculiar feeling of pleasure or pain.

Nor is every sentiment of pleasure or pain, which arises
from characters and actions, of that peculiar kind, which
makes us praise or condemn. The good qualities of an
enemy are hurtful to us; but may still command our estcem
and respect. 'Tis only when a character is considered in
general, without reference to our particular interest, that
it causes such a feeling or sentiment, as denominates it
morally good or evila (Te 472).
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Hume obseives that we have a concern for others. In the Treatise
he tries to explain this by the mechanism of sympatihye "...we
have no such extensive concern for society but from sympathy; and
consequently 'tis that principle, which takes us so far out of
ourselves, as to give us the same pleasure or uneasiness in the
characters of others, as if they had a tendency to our advantage
or losse" (T. 579)-1 Now, there is an obvious objection to this
account. (It is in reply to this objection that Hume presents
his impartial spectator theory.) The objection is as follows:
"We sympathize more with persons contiguous to us, than with per-
sons remote from us: With our acquaintance, than with strangers:
With our countrymen, than with foreigners." (T. 581). The amount
of harm or benefit resulting from an action also influences the
intensity of our sympathy. Also, "our own interests" is an im-

portant influence on our sympathy. Nevertheless, "we give the

1In this passage of the Treatise, Hume assumes that the pains or
pleasure of others, in order to move me, must be converted into
my own pains or pleasures by the psychological mechanism of sym-
pathy. In the Enquiry he very often talks of "the sentiment of
humanity" or "benevolence" instead of sympathy. He assumes there
that pains and pleasures of others are things which are directly
pleasant or painful. "Humanity and friendship" are natural and
original in human nature: ",..from the original frame of our
temper we may feel a desire for ancther's happinessess" (E.302).
"eeeeverything, which contributes to the happiness of the society,
recommends itself directly to our approbation and good-will,"

(B. 217).
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same approbation to the same moral qualities in China as in Eng-
land." (T. 581). We do not say that our diligent and faithful
servant is more laudable than Marcus Brutus. (T. 582). We do not
blame "a man for opposing us in any of our pretensions, when his

own interest is particularly concern'd.” (T, 583).

In order to take account of the above objection Hume finds it
necessary to put a limitation on the purely subjective meaning of
moral judgments. He also explains why we modify our moral Jjudg-
ments in this manner. He notices that if we are determined by the
particular, accidental and relative circumstances in our moral
judgments, then we meet with "contradictions to our sentiments."
But we dislike such contradictions. Also, we have an ulterior
desire for social converse. We are then motivated to judge what is
right or wrong, virtuous or vicious, from an impartial point of
view. (T. 583. Relevant passages from the Treatise have already

been quoted on ppe. 123-125 above.)

Hume also observes that while making a moral Jjudgment it is
necessary for the person to be well-informed about the case con=

cerned., As he says in the Enquiry:

In moral decisions, all the circumstances and relations
must be previously known; and the mind, from the con-
templation of the whole, feels some new impressions of
affection or disgust, esteem or contempt, approbation or
blame. (Ee 290).

Given the above account, I think that it is possible to ascribe



305

to Hume a theory like [6], 1.c., "X is virtuous" means "When X
is judged impartially and with full information about X, then X

arouses a pleasant feeling of approbation.”

The implications of such a theory are obviouse. First, it may
be impossible in practice to make a judgment which fulfils all
the conditions of a moral judgment. Secondly, a judgment on a
character or a quality or an action is not a moral judgment if it

fails to be impartial and well-informed.

Tt is here very important for my discussion to make a
distinction between the question whether certain evaluative Jjudg-
ments fit a given description of what moral judgments are and the
question whether moral judgments are reasonable or justified., If
we like, we may call the former question "o question whether
certain judgments are moral judgments proper" without attaching
any evaluative sense to the word "proper”., The same sort of
distinction can be made between the question whether certain in-
ferences are inductive inferences proper (i.e., whether ey fit
the description of what is called "inductive inference™) and the
question whether inductive inferences are justified., In Hume's
view, it secems to me, an evaluative judgment may be a proper
moral judgment, but it is misleading to say that a moral judgment
is reasonable or justified. Hume's view that actions, passions,
desires, etc. cannot be reasonable or unreasonable (although

actioﬁs may be laudable or blameworthy) seems to support this.
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Furthermore, Hume's general view about the limitations of
reasons and justification is a relevant consideration here. Con-

sider for instance such statements of Humec as the following one:!

When we see, that we have arrived at the utmost extent of
human reason, we sit dowm contented; tho' we be perfectly
satisfied in the main of our ignorance, and perceive that

we can give no rcasons for our most general and most refined
principles, beside our expericnce of their reality; which is
the reason of the mere vulgare..." (T. Introduction, xxii,my
underlining).

And, more importantly, in the present context of his impartial
spectator theory, Humc repeatedly says that an impartial stand-
point and the rules of morality must not be considered to be due
to the determination of "reason'. (T. 419, 5833 E. 239 ).
Although the word "reason" here refers to Hume's muddled notion
of the faculty of reason, yet it should be noted that "reasonable"
is tied up with "the faculty of reason" in Hume's philosophy;
things which are reasonable are things which are the products of
reason. That Hume's notion of reason is a muddled one is not a
point of consideration herc. The important thing here is to de-
termine whether or not Hume would approve of calling moral judg-
ments "reasonable™ or "justified". I think that he would not, be-
cause, according to him, moral judgments, moral rules, impartial
standpoints, etc. are not determined by "reason", and things which
are not determined by "reason", according to him, are things

which cannot be reasonable or unreasonables

What Hume has tried to do in his impartial spectator theory
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is to give an analysis of a special class of evaluative judgments
which it is useful to call ™moral judgments" without thereby im=-
plying any evaluative attitude towards them, It is true that he
has not given his account of this theory in a sufficiently non-
evaluative language, but it should be noted that to be consgistent
with his own distinction between description and evaluation he
cannot say that because certain evaluative judgments fit his des~
cription of moral judgments, therefore they are reasonable or
justified. To say that a class of evaluative judgments are moral
judgments proper is surely different from saying that they are
reasonable or justified when they fulfil all the conditions of a
moral judgment. It will not do to say that a judgment which is
conventionally described as "a moral judgment" is justified, Jjust
as it will not do to say that an inference which is conventionally
described as "an inductive inference" is justified or reasonable.
The question of justification of something and the question of
its fulfilling a certain description are entirely different quest-
ionse Hume puts this in his own way when he says that someone
who reasons inductively "reasons justly and naturally" (T 225),
but this "just" reasoning is merely a matter of custom. In the
aase of moral judgments, too, if someone likes, he can say that
"reason requires such an impartial conduct™ but this is "reason

improperly so-callede™ (T. 583, 417. E. 239).

I conclude that Hume has been correct in refusing to apply
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his impartial spectator theory, in the¢ way Brandt does, to the
question of justifying moral judgments and moral belief's. Hume
wisely ends the matter by an analysis of moral judgmentse (I do
not mean to imply that Hume's analysis of moral judgments in his impar-
tial spectator theory is correct.)A person may be impartial, well-
informed, normal, etc. and thus his moral judgments may fulfil all
the conditions required for a moral judgment proper. But whether
such judgments are justified or not is a different question. If
the moral judgment "Killing under any circumstance is wrong",
which is made by an impartial, well=informed and normal person,

is taken to be justified, then what happens to the moral Jjudg-
ment "Killing under certain circumstances is right" which can be

made by an equally impartial, well-informed and normal person ?
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XTI

VINDICATION OF THE ULTIMATE

MORAL PRINCIPLES

I shall now examine two attempts to establish reasonableness
or justification of ultimate moral principles or norms on the ba-
sis of pragmatic considerations. These pragmatic attempts to
justify the ultimate norms are called "vindications™. Such a
theory was originally presented by Feigl who was inspired by Reioh=
enbach's type of justification of induction along these lines. In
his article "De Principiis Non Disputandum...?"1, Feigl investiga-
tes the logical structure of justification, and applies his find-
ings to the different contexts of justification. In another paper
"Walidation and Vindication: An Analysis of the Nature and Limits
of Ethical Arguments"z, he takes the same approach specifically to
the problem of justification in ethics. Paul Taylor accepts
Feigl's type of "vindication" for justifying ultimate moral prin-
ciples, but differs from him in one important respect.3 Taylor

4

gets the support of John Hospers, I shall try to show that

neither Feigl nor the others succeed in their attempts, and that

1Published in Philosophical Analysis, ed. Max Black.
“published in Readings in Bthical Theory,ed. Sellars and Hospers.
3P. Taylor, Normative Discourse, Chapters 5 and 6.

AJ. Hospers, Human Conduct, pp. 584-593.
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a vindicative type of argument cannot give a satisfactory answer
to the sceptic's denial of absolute reasonableness or ultimate
Jjustification of actions and moral principles. Let me first state
Feigl's and Taylor's main points with which I am concerned. (1
shall not mention Hospers' view separately since it is almost

identical with that of Taylor.)

Feigl points out that the words "reason" and "justification"
are ambiguouse. Aside from its other meanings, "reason" may mean
"grounds of validation" on the one hand and "purpose" on the other
hand. "Justification" has the same ambiguity. So, according to
Feigl, it is proper to distinguish between two kinds of justifica-

tion. He calls them "validation" or "justificantia cognitionis"

A . . .o . . 1 e ]
and "vindication" or "justificantia actionis'. "Justification™

in the sense of "walidation" consists in showing that an inference
or a judgment is governed by some accepted rule or principle or
norms. "Justification" in the sense of"vindicationconsists in
showing that the act of adoption of a principle or a norm, is
well-adapted, or at least not worse—adaptcd than an alternative,
to achieving a certain end or purpose. Vindication is thus an
argument concerning the utility of the adoption of a means to ful-
filling an end., Now Feigl points out that in any field,whether

logical, methodological, epistemological or ethical, the process

1 B ; . ]
De PrincipiisNon Disputandums...?", p. 116. Also "Validation
and Vindication", p. 674.
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of "justification" in the sense of fyalidation” terminates when
the supreme or ultimate principles or norms in that field are
exhibited. Any further question about the justification of those
ultimate principles or norms is to be settled by a vindicative type
of justification. That is to say, such ultimate norms can be justi-
fied only by showing that the act of their adoption serves as means
to some ends or purposcs. Thus, according to Feigl, while consid-
ering the problem of Jjustification in the field of induction, we
can say that particular inductive inferences can be Justified
or validated by a principle of induction, but the principle itself
is an ultimate presupposition of the validation. It cannot there-
fore be validated; it can only be vindicated. The vindication of
a principle of induction consists in showing that if our ends or
purposes are to make true inductive inferences, €.8¢, to predict
and to arrive at the truec laws of naturc, and to keep such inferen-
ces adaptable to the accumulating evidence, then a principle of
induction, e.g., induction by simple enumeration, can serve this
purpose, provided there is an order of nature. Thus Feigl says:

If there is an order of nature at all...then the method

of simplest generalization is the only method of which it

can be demonstrated (deductively) that (1) it gcan (but of

course need not) succeed in disclosing that order and (2)

that it is self—corrective. This obvious, simple tautology

provides a pragmatic justification of the adoption of the

rule of induction for anyone who wishes to attain the two

mentioned aims, namely to make true inductive inferences

(eege predictions) and to be able to keep such inferences
adaptable to the accumulating evidence,

Twyalidation and Vindication™, p. 676,
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The method of induction is the only one for which it can
be proved (deductively!) that it leads to successful pre-
dictions if there is an order of nature, i.c., if at least
some seqﬁgﬁces of frequencies do converge in a manner not
too difficult to ascertain for human, beings with limited
experience, patience, and ingenuitye.

That is, to vindicate induction is not to prove that induction
works (this would be "validation") but to prove that if any

method works then induction does,

The vindicationists maintain that in a similar way we may
validate specific moral judgments by reference to higher moral
principles or laws. But, sooner or later, validation terminates
with the exhibition of the supreme norms. "The supreme norms de-
fine the standards of morality of a given system'.'.2 If a further

question of a rational justification of such supreme norms .. -

or fundamental principles arises, then, according to them, we have
to abandon the frame of validation and switch to vindication. We
have to show that the act of adoption of the norms of a given moral
system fulfils a certain purpose or purposes. Now, what are the
purposes in relation to which a system of suprcme norms is to be
vindicated ? According to Feigl, these are ccrtain "social ideals"
in which onc may be interested. As he says:

The purposes which may be adduced in vindicating arguments

for a whole system of moral norms arc embodied in the in-
dividual interests and social ideals which we have come to

1"De Prineipiis Non Disputandum...?", p. 130.

Ibid., pe 137
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form in response to life experience, The principle of
justice (the golden rule) or other implicit definitions
of "right actions" may, for examplc, be vindicated by
reference to the ideal of a peaceful, harmonious and co-
operative society. Or the principle of benevolence may
be windicated by reference to the ideal of the greatest
happiness of the greatest number,?

Now, an important question is: Are these social idcals
or the purposes themselves justified? ZFcigl does not deny that
such a question can be meaningfully raised. He takes this quest-
ion as a demand for "moral®™ justification of those ideals, l.c.,
he takes it that the questioner is asking him to show that those
ideals are "morally good". TFeigl's answer is that "The moral
approval of a given ideal is of course trivially validated by the

system which that idecal vindicates; and, contrariwise, trivially

w2

invglidated by an alternative incompatible system. Or, as he

puts it in another place:

eeelt may be asked whether those purposes are morally
good, But clearly this question presupposes moral
standards and without them remains unanswerable. If

the moral standards drawn upon are those that formulate
the system whose vindication is under discussion, then
(given complete logical consistency) we obtain a vali-
dation of the value Judgment concerning the adoption of
its standards that is bound to be analytically true. If
the standards are taken from a system that is incompatible
with the one under discussion, we obtain an invalidation
resulting from logical contradiction.”

Y ralidation and Vindication", p. 678. My underlining.
zIbido, PPe 678-679.

3"De Principiis Non Disputandum ...?", p. 138.
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Paul Taylor agreecs with Feigl that a Jjustification of a
system of ultimate norms has to be made along the lines of prag-
matic justification. Taylor offers indeed an ambitious project
of Jjustification. According to him, there arc four steps of
justification of a moral judgment (or any value judgment): veri-
fication of a moral judgment by appealing to a rule or standard;
validation of the rule or standard by means of a supreme norm;
vindication of the norm or a system of norms by reference to a way
of 1life; and a justification of the way of life in terms of a

rational choice1 Taylor thinks that he can show us that all

these four steps of justification can be successfully taken. I
shall be concerned with the third and the fourth steps, especial-
ly with the fourth one. According to Taylor, the end or purpose
by reference to which a value system is to be vindicated is "a
way of life". He says, "I include in pragmatic justification
standards of both instrumental value and contributive value."2
According to him, a moral system may be shown to be a necessary,
effective or sufficient means to bringing about an end, and also
it may be shown that the system contributes to the value of a whole

of which it is a part. He says:

eeeto vindicate a value system is to grade it as a good value
system according to a standard of instrumental value and a
standard of contributive value. The class of comparison
consists of acts of adopting (or comwitments to) other
actual or possible value systems which have instrumental

and contributive value (or disvalue) when judged by the

1Taylor, O0ps Cit.,pe77. Sece also Hospers' agreement with Taylor
in his Human Conduct, p. 5865.

%bid., Pe 130.
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samc standards., We are immediately confronted with two

questions. What is the end with reference to which the

members of the class of comparison arc being Jjudged to

have instrumental value or disvalue? What i1s the whole

with refercnce to which they are being judged to have

contributive value or disvalue? I submit that thc answer

to both of these questions is "a way of life'. 1

Taylor differs from Feigl in his view of the account which

vis to be given to justify the ends or purposes by refecrence to

which a system of ultimate norms is vindicated. Whercas Feigl
thinks that the purpcscs (whioh he considers to be certain social
ideals) themselves are "trivially validated" by the system which
those ideals vindicate, Taylor offers an account of "a rational
choice" of the purposes which, in his view, arc embodied in "o way
of life"., In other words, according to Taylor, the cholce of a way
of 1ifec is justificd not because (as Feigl would say) the justifi-
cation of the moral approval of that way of life is already pre-
sent in the moral approval of the standards and the norms of the
system (which arec vindicated by that way of life), but because
(and when) such a choice fulfils certain "neccssary conditions."
Taylor specifies these conditions in the following manner.2 A
rational choice of a way of life must fulfil the "conditions of
freedom". A choice is free to the extent that it is not determined

by unconscious motives, internal constraints and external constraints.

A free choice is determined by the person's own preference. (2) A

1Ibid., ppe 130-131,
2Ibid., ppe 165-174. See also Hospers, op. cit., p. 587.
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rational choice of a way of life must bc enlightened. A choice

is enlightened to the extent that the nature of the different al-
ternative ways of 1life is fully known, thc probablc effects of
living each way of life are fully known, and the means to bring
about each way of life arc fully knowm. (3) A rational choice of

a way of life must fulfil the "conditions of impartiality". A choice
is impartial to the extent that it is disinterested, detached or

objective, and unbiased.

I now wish to examine Feigl's and Taylor's accounts of vin-
dication of the ultimate moral norms or principles as given above.
I would not raise any objection to the validating part of the vindi-
cationists'! plan, provided their vindication of the ultimate moral
norms is successful. But unless the ultimate norms are shown to be
justified or vindicated, the justification or validation of the
lower-order moral judgments and standards will remain weak. Now,
the important question is: Arc the purposes (in relation to which
the ultimatc norms are to be vindicated) themselves justified? As
I have pointed out, both Feigl and Taylor admit that such a question
can be meaningfully raised, and they have their own answerse. Let me

first consider Feigl's position.

In Feigl's scheme of justification, the purposes cannot
really be justified, neither does he make any serious attempt
to justify them. He says that those purposes are certain social

ideals and that the moral approval of the ideals is "trivially
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validated" by reference to the standards and norms which those
ideals vindicate. The "trivial validation" seems to refer to the
circular reasoning involved here., However, it may bc worth noting
that the consequences which follow from such "trivial validation"
arc odd. The social ideals (purposes) of two conflicting moral
systems may be equally "trivially validated" by reference to the
standards and norms of the respective systems. Thus we are led

to relativism. And Feigl seems to admit this. He is prepared to
accept such a consequence of his programme of Jjustification, for
he says that his "analysis seems to support” relativism and plura-
lism.1 In "De Principiis Non Disputandume..?" he seems to
think that unless relativism is construed as an exaggerated posi-
tion according to which "moral standards can be no more than a
matter of arbitrary decision, of whim and caprice®, there is nothing
about which we need be perturbed in this implication of his analy-
sis.2 He reminds us that "the purposes that we adduce in the
vindication of ethical standards are not a matter of personal
caprice but are (usually) the resultants of age~long experience in
the harmonization of intra-and inter-individual needs and interests,
of experience, personal and social, guided by the adaptive and
integrative influence of intelligence. Far from being 'arbitrary'
or 'capricious' in the usual sense of thesc words, our terminal

purposes are usually held with the most serious and profound con-

1"De Principiis Non Disputandum...?", p. 138. Also "Validation
and Vindication®, p. 679,

"De Principiis Non Disputandum...?", p. 138.
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. 1
viction."

I am not quite surc whether Feigl, by his phrase "the pur-
poses that we adduce in the vindication of ethical standards",
means that there is a particular set of purposes which alone is
to be used in vindicating the different supreme norms of any moral
system. His phrasc "terminal purposes" and a footnote on p.139
("De Principiis Non Disputandum...?") stating that "...the degree
of universality of the ideals embodied in the 'moral sense' of
people all over the earth is remarkable " seem to suggest such a
view. But, then, he would be in difficulty. He cannot consistently
maintain his "trivial validation" of the purposes (which makes all
purposes equally justified) alongside a vicw that only a particular
set of purposes or "terminal purposes" are to be used in vindicating
the supreme norms of a system. Secondly, I am not sure whether
Feigl has taken his above causal description of the purposes (i.ecs
that they are not arbitrary, that they are the resultants of a
certain kind of human needs and interests, etc.) as tantamount to
an account of their being justified. If he has not, then his in-
sistence that the "terminal purposes" are non-arbitrary is point-
less and irrelevant as a reply to those who would find his rela-
tivism objectionablec, On the other hand, if he has taken his des-
criptive causal account of those purposes as tantamount to their

being Jjustified, then certain odd consequences followe First of

1Ibid.
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all let me point out that Feigl admits that there are conflicting
moral systems. As he says, "But we do know of alternative systens
of moral norms. An aristocratic ethics such as Nictzsche's and a
democratic one such as Jefferson's arc clearly incompatible with
each other. The ethics of capitalism and the ethics of socialism
may serve as a (related) further example."1 Hence Feigl would
have to admit that there are conflicting purposes or soclal ideals
relating to the different conflicting ethical systems. I am not
sure if he will admit that all these conflicting purposes are
"non-arbitrary", etc. But it seems that in view of his causal
description of the purposes and his discussion of relativisnm he
would have to admit that the purposes of the ethics of Jefferson
and those of Nietzsche's ethics or of a Nazi type of ethics are all
equally ™non-arbitrary". Now, I wish to maintain that if Feigl tak-
es "the purposes are non-arbitrary" as equivalent to "they are
justified", then all thesc conflicting purposes become equally
justified. The logic of Jjustification would be the same in all the
cases of justification of these purposes. But there is a greater
problem in taking "non-arbitrariness" as equivalent to "Jjusti-
ficd"., I wish to dwell on this point in a certain detail, since,
quite frequently, we come across philosophers who tend to identi-

fy these two things.

If someone thinks that a justification of the ethical ideals

Tmid., p. 135.
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is given when they are shown to be non-arbitrary, etc., then, it
secems to me that he violates what may be termed as "a distinction
between the cause of a thing and its value." Philosophers often
rightly point out that ethical standards and ideals are not arbi-
trary, that they are not a matter of whim or caprice, that their
being ethical is tied to some special kind of background. Let me

quote some contemporary views of this nature.

It is surely clear that moral virtues must be connected
with human good and harm, and that it is quite impossible
to call anything you likc good and harm. (Philippa Foot)

sesanyone who thinks it would be easy to describe a new
virtue comnected with clasping the hands three times in
an hour should just try it. (P. Foot)2

«ssthere could not be a human society in which truthfulness
were not in general regarded as a virtue. (Peter Winoh)3

eesalthough it is doubtless impossible to deduce moral judg-
ments from purely factual propositions about human nature,
human desires and biological needs, moral principles and
truths, are nevertheless in a sense rooted in such facts.
(J. Kemp)®

esothere is something odd about the suggestion that anything
at all could serve as a fundamental moral principle.
(D.H. Monro)>

The philosophers whom I have quoted do not share the same ethical
and meta~ethical views. They all do not equate "non-arbitrariness"

with "justification". (Surely Monro would not equatec them.) Their

.1
P. Foot, "Moral Belicfs", in Theorius of Ethics, cd. P. Foot.,
Pe 92.

ZIbid.

3P. Winch, "Naturc and Convention", Proceedings of the Aristotelian
Society, vol, LX, 1959-60, p. 250,

4Kemp, ops cite, p. 192,

Monro, op. cite, p. 122,
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works from which I have quoted will show this. What I have tried
to indicate is simply that they all come to note like Feigl,
that moral standards and ideals are not arbitrary or a matter of

personal whim and caprice,

I have no reason to doubt that this view is true. But what
I wish to insist upon is that to say that a certain ideal or a

standard is not arbitrary is not to say that it is justified. And

to infer from "X is not arbitrary" to "Therefore X is justified" is
to violate the Humean distinction between facts and values. There
is a distinction between something's being determincd by a certain
kind of background and its being justified. The problem of justi-
ficatiuon of a moral attitude and of a moral idcal is not solved by
showing that these are not arbitrary. A sceptic may grant the non=-
arbitrary character of the different ethical idecals, and yet he may
ask for their Justification when it is said that some of those
things arc justified or reasonable. Like thc above-mentioned
philosophers, Hume also observed that the rules of morality and the
necessity for an impartial standpoint are determined by human needs
and interests. (T. 583). And about the "artificial virtue" of
Justice Hume says, "e.s.there arc some virtues, that produce plea=
surc and approbation by means of an artifice or contrivance, which

arises from the circumstances and necessity of mankind [my under-

lining]. Of this kind I assert justice to be." (T. 477). Hume
maintains the same view about the institution of promising. (See

above, pp. 199=201.)
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Indeced, someonc who denies the reasonablencess or Justification
of moral standards and ideals does not thereby imply that those
standards and ideals are arbitrary or a matter of whim and caprice,
just as someonec who is a subjectivist in ethics does not imply
that those things are arbitrary. As onc subjectivist philosopher
says, "To say that moral beliefs, or attitudes, are ultimately
subjective is not to say that they arc arbitrary, or that we can
assume them at will. We have the moral attitudcs we have because
we are the sort of men we are."1 Surely the question of origin
and the question of value are differcnt questions. When a country
gets into a warythe decision of its rulers might not have been arbi-
trary or bascd on their whims: their decision might have been arriv-
ed at after proper dcliberation and reflecetion, that is, it will
have a psychological and sociological background, But somcone may
legitimately question whether the decision was a Justified one. As
Monro, whilc referring to Foot's view that principles like "No one
should run around trees left handed, or louvk at hedgchogs in the
light of the moon" would not count as moral principlesz, says:

Mrs., Foot is quitce right if her point is that those philo-

sophers who say that anything at all could count as a

moral principlc are neglccting the social and psychological

background that our moral principles actually have. But

thosc philosophers arc guite right (in their turn) in
insisting that, if in another universe perhaps, or _in

1Monro, ope Citey, pe 231,
2
P. Foot, "Moral Arguments", Mind, 1958, p. 512.
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very unusual social circumstances, the characteristic
moral attitudes and the characteristic moral authority
did attach themselves to principles with a very diffe-
rent contont, those principles would have the same
kind of justification as our ovn moral attitudes have.

I would Likc to add that even if it were impossible that the moral

attitudes and moral authority could be attached to some principles
and idcals of a different kind from the ones which we have, that
would not be an answer to the question whether those things were

Justified.

I pointed out that some ordinary language philosophers make
a mistakc when they try to avoid the issue of Jjustification of
induction by saying that it is impossible to choose to live on a
consistent counter-inductive policy. Here, again, it will be a
mistake to suppose that because our moral standards and ideals are
non-arbitrary, they arc thereforc Jjustified; or that because they
are non-arbitrary, therefore the question of their justification
does not arise. The question of their justification or reasonable=
ness does arise as soon as it 1s claimed that some of them are
justified or reascnable. Unlike the problem of induction, the prob-
lem of justification of the non-arbitrary principles and ideals
of morals is not practically triviale It is perhaps onc of the
problems of highest practical importance. Despite Felgl's obser-

vation of "a remarkable degree of universality of the moral

1Monro, Tbid., pe 146 My underlining. I suppose that Monro would
say the same thing about Foot's vicw of'a new virtue connected
with clasping the hands threc times in an hour" which she expres=—
ses in another article from which I have alrcady quoted.
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ideals", therc are many incompatible and compcting moral systems
and divergent moral ideals which conflict and may even lead to
serious world crises, But the same cannot be said about induction.
It has no scrious competitor when the purpose is to predict and

to arrive at the laws of naturce.

I now wish to make a few additional comments on Feigl's
programme of vindication of the ultimate norms of a moral system.
Feigl has not considered the context-dependent nature of "justifi-
cation" (and "reasonableness™). He has thought, as I have pointed
out, that someone who agks for a Justification of the purposes or the
ideals (which vindicate the supreme norms and without whose justi-
fication the whole prcgramme of vindication becomes weak) make s
a demand that those ideals are to be shown to be morally good or
Justified, But "justification", like "reasonable",may refer also
to prudential Jjustification, i.e, justification from considera-
tions of self-interest, Suppose that somconc grants that those
ideals are morally justified. (A sceptic will not, however, grant
this, as I have tried to show,) He may still ask why hec should
accept those moral ideals. And he may ask this from considerations
of prudence or self-intercst. I have discussed this kind of prob-
lem in thc last chapter, and tried toshow that a satisfactory reply
to this kind of question cannot be given. Thus, even if Feigl
succeeds in showing us that some "terminal purposcs" are morally

good or justified, he will still havc the problem of proving that



325

those purposes are "justified" from the point of view of self~

interest = a problem which, I think, is insurmountable.

Finally, therc is a serious difficulty in Feigl's type of
programme of vindicating the supreme moral norms. The difficulty
arises when someone wishes to carry out this programme. I con-
sider this to be a difficulty which blocks any serious programme
of vindication ab initio. It concerns the fact that the norms
and purposes of different actual and possiblec moral systens are
not explicitly stated in any rigorous manncr. It is doubtful wheth-
er they ever could be so stated because of the ever—=changing na-
ture of all moral systems, duc to the changes in human needs and
interests. Consequently, it docs not seem to be possible to show
which standards are supposed to be vindicated as means by reference
to which idcals or ends in a moral system. Unless we know this,
we cannot even begin to judge the success of such means=ends
type of justification. That is, we cannot even begin to see how
the norms can contribute as means to the fulfilling of the ends.
This difficulty does not prevail in the case of vindicating a prin-
ciple of induction. There is a general agreement about the pur-
poses of induction, i.e., to predict the future and to discover the
laws of nature. Although the success of a vindicative argument
about an inductive policy remains very doubtful (as I shall soon
briefly indicate), at least an attempt along these lines can be
made., But the same cannot be said about vindicating the moral

norms of a system.
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I conclude that Feigl's attempt has the merit of showing us
the limits of justification: the trouble is that he does not
properly realize that he has not solved the problem of Jjustifica-

tion of the supreme moral normse.

Let me now examine Taylor's attempt. He avoids Feigl's type
of Mrivial validation"™ of the purposes because he does not want to
accept relativism. He, on the contrary, argues for what he calls
"valuational absolutism™ according to which "a value Jjudgment is
simply true or false, not truc or false for somcone. It is true
when it can be shown to be Jjustified, false when it can be shown to
be unjustified. It is shown to be Jjustified when it is verified
by appeal to a standard or rule which can be validated within a
value system, which in turn is vindicated by reference to a way of

life, and this way of life¢ can rationally be preferrcd to all

o’chers."Jl

Now, it seems to me that by trylng to avoid the difficulties
of relativism in respect of the problem of justification, Taylor's
programme gets into certain new, and even more serious difficulties.
This concerns Taylor's notion of a rational choice of a way of
life., I think that Taylor regards certain evaluative principles
or standards as conditions of rational choice. We must not forget

that the words “rational" and "reasonable™, like the word "good",

1
Taylor, ope Cite, pe 163
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arc evaluative, unless these are used in some sense like Hume's.
So when someone says that a certain choice is rational or
rationally justified because it fulfils certain conditions, he
quite likely attachcs value to those conditions, Jjust as when
someonc says that "John is a good man because he is kind and im-
partial" hc attaches value to kindness and impartiality. It seems
clear to me that when somcone says that a choice is rationally
justified since it fulfils the conditions x, y, zse very likely
means "A choice ought to be made in such a way that it fulfils the
conditions x, y, z." This shows that Taylor's conditions of a ra=
tional choice arc not value-neutral but arc themselves evaluative.
It matters very little whethcr someome calls them "conditions" or
"standards™ or "principles". Now, when it is admitted that these
conditions are evaluative, at once all the questions about their
Justification and rationality arise. One may ask, what is so ra-
tional about choosing a way of life freely, impartially and in an
enlightened manner? (Note also that there is some evaluative
force already present in the words "impartially" and "enlightenedly",

and , it might even be argued, in "freely"™ to0.)

Let me dwell on this sort of consideration in respect of the
condition of enlightenment. Hare, too, seems to claim that an
enlightened decision of principles is a justified one. As he

says:

essa complete justification of a decision would consist
of' a complete account of its effects, together with a
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complete account of the principles which it observed, and
the effects of observing those principleses.This complete
specification it is impessible in practice to givca..
Supposc, however, that we can give it. If the inguirer
still goes on asking 'But why should I live likc that?'
then there is no further answer to give him, becausc we

have alrcady, ex hypothesi, said everything that could be
included in this further answer...To describe such ultimate
decisions as arbitrary, because ex hypothesi everything which
could be used to justify them has alrcady been included in
the decision, would be like saying that a complete descrip-
tion of the universe was utterly unfoundcd, because no
further fact could be called upon in corroboration of it.
This is not how we use the words 'arbitrary'! and 'well-
founded's, Far from being arbibtrary such a decision would

be the most well-founded of decisions, because it would
be based upon a consideration of everything upon which it
could possibly be founded.l

In this quotation and in the context from which it is taken, Hare's
notion of "well-founded" seems to be non-evaluative, since it is,
as far as I can see, equivalent to "having taken into account all
possible empirical considerations™. Now, as I have already indi-
cated, a sceptic need not and does not claim that moral principles
and ideds to which people attach themselves are arbitrary and are
not based (in some sensc, e.ge., causally) on empirical considerat-
ions. Also, he need not deny that a decision of principles of the
kind which Hare refers to may be non-arbitrary and based on all
possible empirical considerations. But, if in the above gquotation,
Hare is equating such enlightened and non-arbitrary decision of
principles with a justified one, then hc would be mistaken. 1 am
not sure that he is doing this. He seems to be merely pointing

out the limitations of justification, which would be a position

1R.M. Hare, The Lgnguage of Morals, p. 69
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not very different from my sceptic'se. But Taylor clearly takes
enlightencd decision of principles or a way of life as a necessary
condition of a rationally justified choice of a way of life. His
position is that of an anti-sceptic or as hc calls it "valuation-
al absolutist". If someonc takes the "enlightenment" or the "non-
arbitrariness™ of a decision or choice of a way of life as equi-
valent to its "being justified", then he would not be giving a
value=neutral description of a rationally (and morally) justificd
choice. It Woula therefore be necessary for him to show what is

so rational or justified about being enlightencd. There are plenty
of enlightened and non-arbitrary decisions which are not taken by
many people as justified. Someone who has adequately and proper-
ly studied all the possible moral systems or ways of life and ~
finally choscn to live by the principles and ideals of the way of lifeaf
the §££21 or the principles and the ideals of the Muslim way of
life(which permits polygamy), has not made an arbitrary decision;
his decision is an enlightened and well-founded one. But surely

it may meaningfully be questioned whether his decislon is a really

Justified or good one,

It is obvious that similar objections may be raised against
Taylor's other two conditions, i.e., impartiality and freedom.
Moreover, the conditions of impartiality and freedom of choice, if
not that of an enlightencd choice, are clearly moral conditions or,

rather, moral standards.

1An East Pakistani matriarchal tribal peoplce
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Now, Taylor himself says that these conditions of a rational
choice of away of life must not themsclves be a part of a way of
life. He realizes that to offer conditions for a rational choice
which are themselves part of a way of lifc is to "beg the question”
or "to undercut the whole projeot".1 Hospers, who supports Tay-
lor's project of justification, also observes this. As he says,
"Your supreme norm, or the adoption of it, has bcen vindicatcd in
terms of away of life, so you can't turn around and try to Justify
that way of life by means of a supremc norm."2 But, if impartiali-
ty and freedom are alrcady moral standards or part of a way of
life, as I think they are, then this does "undercut the entire
project" of Taylor. He has confused moral principles themselves

with value~neutral conditions.

Tt scems that Taylor tries to deny this sort of charge by
claiming that those conditions are dcfining characteristics of
"o pational choice". As he says, "e.e.they are the conditions which

I presumec anyonc, in any way of life, would accept as defining

[ my underlining| a rational choice, in the ordinary sense of the
word "rational".'3 In other words, he claims to be taking "ra-
tional choice™ in a purely descriptive sense (since a definition
is not an evaluative statement). If this is the case, then he
would violate thF distinction between facts and values the moment

he would proceed to characterize evaluatively a particular choice

1’I'aylor, ope Cite, pe 175,
2H05pers, ops cit., p. 586.

5Taylor, Ope Cite, Pe 1764
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as rationally justified by showing that the choice fits his de-
finition. In other words, by his valuational absolutist account
he would never be able to attach value to a "rational choice"
without making a fallacious AVEV (argument violating the distinect-
ion between facts and value§, see above pp. 241-242). This

would be a total failure of Taylor's ambitious project of Justi-

fication,

From what I have said in criticism of Feigl's and Tgylor's
programmes of vindication it should be clear that an attempt to
show an absolute justification or reasonsbleness of actions and
moral judgments along the lines of vindication must fail. The
vindicationists can carry on their project of justification upto
a certain point, but they arrive at the limits of Justification
when the question of Justifying the ends or purposes (i.c.,the
Jjustification of the Justificans which does the vindication) aris-
ese Whether the ends arc taken to be some social ideals or a way
of life which embodies those ideals, it is impossible to prove that
those ends themselves are justified. To prove this the vindica-
tionists are bound to reason in a cirecle, or, if they wish to
avoid this difficulty, they must violate the legitimate distinct-
ion between facts and values. But unless it is proved that those
ends are themselves Justified, the justification of the supreme
norms in terms of those ends, and consequently, the justification
of all the rest of the things which depend on those supreme norms,

becomes weak,
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Let me now make a few remarks on the supposed parallel bet-—
ween the vindication of an inductive policy and that of the supre-
me moral norms. While gxamining Feigl's attempt I said that in
the absence of a strict specification of the supreme norms and
ideals of a given system the attempt to vindieatc the norms cannot
even be begun. This is a kind of problem which docs not arise
in the case of vindicating induction. Now I wish to say that there
is an even more serious problem for which it is impossible to
vindicate the supreme moral norms even if it is granted that a prin-
ciple of induction can be vindicated. The goals or purposes or
ends of induction, in general terms, are two-fold: (1) to dis-
cover true laws of nature, and (2) to predict successfully. (of
course,we may think of many specific goals of particular induct-
ions, such as, discovering the cause of a certain disease, the
probability of curing a certain illness, ctc.. But all such par-
ticular ends of induction may be brought under those two general
headings.) Now, the question whether there are competitors to those
two goals of induction simply does not arise. 0f course, there may
be different possible methods (one of them being induction) of
prediction, and, conceivably, differcnt methods of arriving at the
laws of nature. In this sense there may be different competing or
alternative methods for achieving (1) and (2). But, clearly, to
(1) and (2) themselves there is no possible competitor or alter=-
native. Induction may compete with clairvoyance or crystal-

gazing; but with what will (1) and (2) themselves compete?
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So the goals or ends by reference to which a policy of induction
is to be vindicated cannot themselves have any alternative. Now
let us congsider the goals or ends of the supreme moral norms. The
vindicationists say that these goals are some social ideals or a
way of 1life in which those ideals are embodied, To put this more
clearly, their claim is that the goals or ends of moral princip-
les or norms consist in letting people live "a way of life". Here
I cannot help raising the questions: Which way of life ? Which
ideals ? There arc many actual and possible ways of life and
idcalse Therc are many alternatives to the supposed purpose(s)

or end(s) in terms of which the supremc moral principles or

norms arc¢ to be vindicated, whereas alternatives for the goals

of induction do not exist. Even if it is said that there are a
few more goals of induction apart from (1) and (2), it must be
seen that those goals would not be competing with or alternatives
to (1) and (2); they would bc just somc goals of induction addi-
tional to (1) and (2). But the different ways of life and social
jdeals may be, and sometimes actually arc, alternatives to and in
serious competition with one another. Thus even if it is granted
that induction may be vindicated, there is no possibility of pro-

perly beginning a vindication of the ultimate moral normse

But therc are scrious problems even in an attempt to vin-
dicate induction. To show this I would have to enter into a

different fielde. All I can do here is to give the following
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gist of an account showing the problems of vindicating induction
while avoiding the technicalities involved as far as possible.
These problems have somctimes been noticed by the vindicationists

themselves and sometimes pointed out by their critics.

The topic began with Reichenbach's attempt to vindicate the
rule of enumerative induction by coupling it with the frequency
theory of probabilitys The rule to be justified by him is this:
If we wish to infer the limit of the relative frequency with which
a certain attribute occurs in a series of cvents, we posit the
relative frequency which has been found in the observed sample as
the l:'l.mi‘c./I Reichenbach's argument is that if therc is a limit
of the frequency in a sequence of events, then a repeated and
consistent useof his inductive rule will enable us to find estima-
tes of the limit to any desired degree of approximation. The con-
cept of limit is such that when a limit exists in a sequence, then
there must be a point in the sequence from which the inferred values

must match the actual limit within a desired degree of accuracy.

Now the difficulty about this justification which arises here
1s one which Reichenbach himself came to notice.3 He noticed that
there is an unlimited number of convergent or asymptotic rules,

apart from his own rule. These give us estimates of limits of

1 :
H. Reichenbach, The Theory of Probability, pe. 446. In this place
he formulates the rule in more technical language.

2Ibid., PDe L445-446.
STbide, pe LL7.
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relative frequencies which initially differ from the estimates
made by his type of inductiocn but which converge to the same limit
as these rules are continued to be applied indefinitelye. The rule
of induction by cnumeration, as Reichenbach haa formulated it, is
called "the straight rule" and the other asymptotic rules are
called "erooked rules". Now the problem is that the windicetionist
has to show that there are reasons for preferring the straight

rule to each of the infinitely many crookcd rules.

Reichenbach tried to solve this problem by appealing to "des-
criptive sim.plicity".1 He thought that since all the asymptotic
rules ultimately converge to the same sequence of events, a select-
ion of his straight rulc is Jjustified on grounds of descriptive
simplicity. But this ground is faulty, and this has been admitted
by Reichenbach's supporters themselves.2 The¢ criterion of des=
criptive simplicity can be applied only where the alternative for-
mulations of theories, statements or rules arc empirically ecqui-

valent., But thc asymptotic rules are not empirically equiwvalent,

because "of the complete arbitrariness of inference they tolerate
as a class."” They do not converge in the same sorts of way, and

so they initially lead to different predictions. This means that
the criterion of descriptive simplicity cannot be invoked for the
purpose of selecting one rule from the infinite class of asyupto-

tic rules. Thus it is clear that Reichenbach's attempt to vin-

1 Ipid. » DPe 475476,

2Salmon, "On Vindicating Induction™, Philosophy of Science,1963,
Pe. 252,
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cate induction is not successful.

Wesley Salmon has tried to offer a plausible condition on:
the basis of which Reichenbach's straight rule might be justi-
fiably selected. He offered "the criterion of linguistic invar-
iance" which places the following requirement upon inductive rules:
"Whenever two inductive inferences are made according to the same
rule, if the premisses of the one differ purely linguistically
from the premisses of the other, then the conclusion of the one
must not contradict the conclusion of the o‘cher."1 Now it happens
that except for the straight rule, all the other asymptotic rules
(the crooked ones) are language-dependent, and hence they all

violate the criterion of linguistic invariance.

The discovery of this criterion at first seemed to be a large
step toward a vindication of induction. But Barker's argument
showed its weak point. Barker argued that even the straight rule
is not linguistically invariant.2 To show this, he introduced the
Goodman Paradox. Whenever we have seen emeralds, we have seen
them to be green. Using the straight rule we have to generalize

that emeralds are always (even during the 21st century) green.

1I.bid., For a more technical but precise formulation of the cri-

terion see Salmon's "Vindication of Induction" in Current
Issues in the Philosophy of Science, ed. Feigl and Maxwell,
Pe 256.
2S. Barker, "Comments on Salmon's 'Vindication of Induction' ",
in Current Tssues in the Philosophy of Science, ed. Feigl and
Maxwell, pp. 257-258.
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Consider now the predicate "grue"™ which stands for things green
prior to 2000 A.D. or blue after 2000 A.D. It can safely be said
that up to now we have observed emeralds to be grue. Therefore,
using Reichenbach's straight rule we may infer that emeralds are
always grue. But this means that emeralds are blue, and not green,
after 2000 A.D. Thus following Reichenbach's straight rule we may
be led to conflicting predictions about emeralds after 2000 A.D.
Therefore, Reichenbach's rule itself violates the criterion of

linguistic invariance,

Salmon tried to get out of this difficulty by suggesting a
further restriction, namely, that the straight rule should be
applied only to purely ostensive predicates. Such predicates have
the following characteristics: (1) They can be defined ostensi-
velya (2) Their positive and negative instances .can be indicated
non-verbally. (3) The respect in which the positive instances
resemble each other and differ from the negative instances is open
to direct inspection. Salmon argued that Goodman's predicates
fail to meet these characteristics of ostensive predicate. Grue

things do not look alike, while green or blue things do.

This raises the question of the plausibility of a basic ob-
servation language. Enough ink has been spilled over this issue
since the early days of logical positivism. It seems that today
there are very few who would still like to support the idea of

such a language. However, I do not need to go into this contro-
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versy about the plausibility of a basic observation language.
Even if the Goodman paradox could be solved so as to eliminate
all asymptotic rules except the straight rule, there would remain
a further difficulty. It is that alternative inductive rules may
be formulated which fulfil all the conditions of acceptability
which Salmon imposes, This line of attack has been made by Ian
Hacking;./I It is not necessary here to describe this kind of
difficulty involved in Salmon's vindication of induction. Salmon
himself has admitted the weakness of his attempt. In a recent
publication he writes:

At one time T thought that the convergence requirement,

the normalizing conditions, and the criterion of lin-

guistic invariance were sufficient to justify induction

by enumeration as the basic inductive rule for inferring

limits of relative frequencies. I no longer hold this

view. Alternative inductive rules that are not eliminated

by these considerations can be formulated, TIan Hacking has

shown, for instance, that rules deviating from induction by

enumeration, in a way that depends upon the internal

ztructure of the observed sample, can satisfy all of these

requirements,

The merit of the vindicationists lies in their recognition
of the genuineness of the problems which the sceptic raises both
in the field of induction and in morals. In this respect, they

see further than the ordinary language philosophers who try to sol-

ve those problems by denying them to be problems at all. Never-—

1I. Hacking, "Salmon's Vindication of Induction", Journal of
Philosophy, 1965, pp. 265-266.

2W.C. Salmon, "The Foundations of Scientific Inference", Mind
and Cosmos, ede ReG. Colodny, pe 239,
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theless, it must be admitted that the programme of justifica-
tion which the vindicationists offer cannot be successfully
carried out either in ethics or in methodology. But there is

hardly any parallel between these two contexts of Jjustification.

Concluding Remarks

In the final part of my enquiry I have tried to establish
that those who identify Mreasonable conduct" with "morally
justified conduct" and attempt to show that conduct itself (or
directly) is reasonable or unreasonable have to face certain
genuine sceptical problems. Any attempt along these non-Humean
lines to give a sense to "reasonable conduct" '(or “"rational
conduct™) is bound to fail, because sooner or later we reach
the limits of justification. There is no sensible way to deny
this. I have tried to show from the very acconts of those who
deviate from Hume's view or criticize him that an admission of
the limitations of justification is inherent in their own acc-
ounts. They cannot deny this without violating Hume's legitima-
te distinction between facts and values, between description
and evaluation. An admission of the limits of Jjustification
in morals is nothing but an admission of the limitations of
the concept of reasonableness, in the sense in which Hume's

challengers understand this concept. And this means that there
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is no such thing as absolute reasonableness in the field of con-
duct. When this is granted, then it is not difficult to see that
Hume's critics are philosophically confused when they identify
"peasonableness" with "being morally justified", "being justified
by good reasons", etc. Their confusion is brought to the light
when it is noted that they cannot give a complete account of
"reasonableness™ in their own sense of this phrase, Those who
claim that conduct itself is reasonable or unreasonable bear the
burden of proving that there is such a thing as absolute reason=
ableness of conduct, that a complete account of reasonable con-
duct can be given. (Otherwise, what are we to understand by
"directly reasonable conduct", i.e., "reasonable conduct" in their
sense? ) I have tried to show that this cannot be proved. To show
this I have relied mainly on Hume's own lesson, i.e., his distinct-
ion between facts and values, and have taken the guideline from
his own sayings, such as this one:

When we see, that we have arrived at the utmost extent

of human reason, we sit down contented; tho' we be per-

fectly satisfied in the main of our ilgnorance, and per-

ceive that we can give no reason for our most general

and most refined principles, beside our experience of

their reality; which is the reason of the mere vulgaree..

(T. Introduction, xxii).

I am aware that many people will feel a discomfort if they
hear that conduct itself is not reasonable or unreasonable, In

our ordinary usage, "reasonable conduct" is frequently taken to

mean "good conduct"., T do not deny this. And perhaps ordinary
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people by their use of this phrase also mean that reasonable
conduct is somehow "objectively good". Philasophers from Hume's
own time down to the present day, from Reid to Baier, have not
refrained from criticizing Hume for his violation of this ordinary
usage. I have merely tried to show that their criticisms have
been wrongly placed. In our ordinary usage we may afford to mean
by "reasonsble conduct" morally good conduct, and by using this
phrase for a certain sort of conduct we may also imply that it
has some objective value. Indeed, our ordinary language is full
of muddles and confusions. But one of the tasks of philosophers
is to clarify such conceptual confusions and not to smuggle them
into philosophy. I suppose that Hume would have no philosophical
objection to anything which goes in ordinary usage; but he would
take things seriously when it comes to philosophical analysise. To
achieve clarity was Hume's passion, although he did not always

succeed in doing so.

The type of meta-ethics (dealing with the question of justi-
fication) which I have sbstracted from Hume's writings is certainly
compatible with the development of a humane and unselfish morality.
Hume's views, it seems to me, put things in the right place:
morality is primarily a matter of feelings and attitudes. This,
of course, does not mean that reasoning or reflection has no
place in morality. And Hume has not denied thise. His merit lies

in giving the emphasis in the right place, although his zealous
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certain things which he has not meant. It may be said that his
meta-ethics is not incompatible with "Satan's morality" Jjust as

it is not incompatible with a humane and benevolent morality. This
is quite true. Hume's position would be neutral as far as the
logic of justification of a type of morality is concerned. But

it seems to me that Hume personally would prefer to see a morality
in the world which is kind, humane, unselfish and impartial. My
interpretation of his notion of moral judgment supports this.
(Mossner's biography of Hum.e1 shows that Hume was a kind man by
temper.) But I must emphasize that the sort of morality which
Hume would like to have would be (and he would consider it to

be) a matter of his preference and feelings. Surely he would

not try to give it a logical foundation. And he would be quite

right in this.

1
E.C. Mossner, The Forgotten Hume. Also his The Life of David

Hume.
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